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The purpose of this research was to study the effective­
ness of the Academic Senate for California Community Col­
leges. The four major objectives were: describe the histor­
ical development of the Senate; determine the effectiveness 
of the methods by which the Senate provides for community 
college faculty to participate in academic and professional 
governance; determine the effectiveness of the Senate, as 
understood by the membership and others with whom it inter­
acts, in meeting the purpose and goals which the organization 
and relevant others have established for it; and, interpret 
the impact of the Senate on its environment.
The method of study was naturalistic and included: (1)
Participant Observation, centering on accreditation issues; 
(2) Questionnaires, distributed to three groups (faculty—  
46%, senate presidents— 70%, college presidents— 70%); (3) 
Interviews, elite and informal, conducted with individuals 
who had special knowledge about the Senate; (4) Paradigm 
(three), developed as a perspective for data analysis, based 
on organizational effectiveness behavior, which are
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conceptually discrete but empirically related, were used to 
frame and integrate the analysis.
The findings indicated the Senate history has been 
influenced by legislative and cultural/social events, as well 
as California economy. Historically, the senate participated 
in shared governance and collegial activities in numerous 
ways. The data analysis revealed that, in general, the Sen­
ate was viewed as less effective by the faculty and college 
presidents, and most effective by senate presidents and 
interview respondents. Questionnaire respondents were 
requested to provide an overall effectiveness evaluation of 
the Senate. The faculty thought the Senate Moderately Effec­
tive while the senate and college presidents considered it 
Effective.
When the effectiveness behavior characteristics of the 
paradigm were juxtaposed against Senate behavior, character­
istics of all three paradigm were often demonstrated singu­
larly, as well as simultaneously.
The conclusions identified four major problem areas:
(1) Communication with faculty members; (2) Need for local 
senates to develop more uniform strength statewide; (3) Need 
for the Senate to actively consider its role as a political 
force; (4) Concern for whether the Senate can maintain or 
increase its effectiveness without a formalized method or 
program for leadership development.
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CHAPTER I 
STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE
Purpose
Organizations achieve uniqueness in their functions 
despite similarities in their structure. This uniqueness 
which is peculiar to a specific organization is accomplished 
as the organization works to survive in the environment by 
modifying and controlling its behavior, as well as the 
internal and external influences on the organization.
This research focuses on one unique professional organi­
zation, the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges 
(Academic Senate) and seeks to determine the effectiveness of 
the Academic Senate in relationship to the goals it, and 
others with whom it interacts, have established and to inter­
pret the impact of the organization on its environment.
While there are a variety of recognized definitions of 
organizational effectiveness, the definition developed by 
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957) provides the foundation 
upon which this research was developed.
We define organizational effectiveness as the extent to 
which an organization as a social system, given certain 
resources and means, fulfills its objectives without 
incapacitating its means and resources and without plac­
ing undue strain upon its members (p. 535).
1
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The selection of this definition was made on the basis 
that it incorporated the key elements of organizational ef­
fectiveness— meeting objectives, having means and resources, 
organization as a social system— and emphasized the need to 
maintain means and resources while not placing burdensome 
demands on the membership. Because the statewide Academic 
Senate is a voluntary, non-profit, professional organization, 
its membership may be its most vital resource and, therefore, 
deserving specific consideration. Georgopoulos and Tannen- 
baum address the importance of organization members more 
cogently than do other definitions, many of which consider 
members under the umbrella— resources. Further, the defini­
tion seemed to be consistent with the characteristics of the 
Academic Senate.
Background
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges 
was founded in 1968 when representatives of community college 
local senates convened to write the constitution. By 1980, 
102 colleges had formed individual senates and 96 had affil­
iated with the Academic Senate. A position paper of the 
organisation stated "thus it is the responsibility of the 
ASCCC to inform local senates as well as to coordinate and 
represent their views on statewide educational issues such as 
academic standards, accreditation, articulation, basic 
skills, credentialing curriculum, community involvement, 
grading policies, professional growth, student services, and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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the like" (Academic Senate for California Community Colleges, 
1980, p. 2).
The rise of the Academic Senate to predominance as the 
exclusive voice of the community college faculty on matters 
of academic and professional concern in a relatively brief 
period of time is related directly to a series of internal 
and external forces which were exerted on the educational 
system. These forces were manifested in legislative action 
which separated the junior colleges from the secondary school 
systems, provided for the establishment of local senates or 
faculty councils, created the California Community Colleges 
and the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges.
In July of 1979, Chancellor William Craig of the Cali­
fornia Community College system recommended, and the Board of 
Governors approved, a series of statements which outlined the 
means by which the Academic Senate and Chancellor's Office 
could implement academic governance as a truly cooperative 
effort. The points, which Chancellor Gerald Hayward, the 
current Chancellor, has continued to support, include: regu­
lar meetings with Academic Senate representatives and the 
Chancellor; inclusion of the Academic Senate officers on the 
Chancellor's mailing list for receipt of agenda items, re­
ports and pertinent papers of interest to faculty; invitation 
of the Chancellor to attend Academic Senate meetings; urging 
of district administrators to involve local senates in re­
ports and information provided to the Board of Governors and 
Chancellor's Office; and consultation by the Chancellor with
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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the Academic Senate in appointing faculty to Chancellor's 
task groups and committees (Academic Senate for California 
Community Colleges, 1980, p. 12).
Since the creation of the Board of Governors and Chan­
cellor's Office for California Community Colleges (1968), 
there has been a consistent attempt to develop more uniform­
ity of policy and procedure throughout the system while 
maintaining the unique characteristics of the individual col­
leges. The community college faculties have demonstrated an 
increasing desire to participate in community college gover­
nance, both locally and at the state level. The Academic 
Senate has become the principal means through which the fac­
ulties communicate their academic and professional concerns.
Objectives of this Research
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges is 
a complex organization with exclusive legal jurisdiction and 
financial support to represent approximately 15,000 full-time 
community college instructors and thousands of hourly 
instructors concerning academic and professional matters.
This project, which proposes to study the effectiveness of 
the Academic Senate, has four major objectives.
1. To describe the historical development of the 
Academic Senate for California Community Colleges.
2. To determine the effectiveness of the methods by 
which the Academic Senate provides for community
!
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college faculty to participate in academic and 
professional governance.
3. To determine the effectiveness of the Academic 
Senate, as understood by the membership and others 
with whom it interacts, in meeting the purpose and 
goals which the organization and relevant others 
have established for it.
4. To interpret the impact of the Academic Senate on 
its environment.
Need for the Study
California has the largest system of community colleges 
in the United States and is recognized nationwide for its 
leadership in community college education. The Academic Sen­
ate is the largest organization of its kind in the United 
States, yet there is a dearth of research available about 
academic senates in California or the Academic Senate for 
California Community Colleges.
Provision for the establishment of academic senates on 
college campuses, the statewide Academic Senate and the orig­
inal structure of the senates in the community college system 
is based on legislative statute.
Because of the exclusive legal jurisdiction to represent 
the community college faculty and the legislative financial 
support, the Academic Senate must be recognized as an organi­
zation operating from a substantial power base. No published 
research or evaluation was identified which has attempted to
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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determine the effectiveness or interpret the impact of the 
Academic Senate in relationship to the goals it has estab­
lished for the organization and the environment in which it 
functions.
The review of the literature revealed very little re­
search concerning professional organizations and no research 
designed to determine the effectiveness of any professional 
organization similar to the Academic Senate.
Community college leaders must analyze and understand 
the forces which affect the structure or system within which 
they function. The Academic Senate is identifiable as one of 
the forces within the California Community College system 
because the organization has the exclusive legal jurisdiction 
to represent approximately 15,000 instructors on academic and 
professional matters and, as indicated previously, speaks 
directly to the Chancellor's Office and the Board of Gover­
nors of the California Community Colleges.
Research Design
This study of the effectiveness of the Academic Senate 
incorporates a research design and procedures characteristic 
of ethnographic/naturalistic inquiry. The focus is that of a 
comprehensive study such as described by Levinson (1972) and 
Lawler, Nadler, and Cammann (1980), which includes an evalua­
tion of the organization, its interactions with other systems 
and descriptions of the organization's concept, objectives, 
both operative and publicly stated, and its leadership. This
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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research concentrates on the goal-centered case study model 
summarized by Campbell (1976, p. 31) which assumes that the 
organization has defined goals and rational leadership and 
focuses on the Academic Senate as a composite organization.
Naturalistic inquiry includes a variety of methodol­
ogies, such as participant and behavior observation, ques­
tionnaires, interviews and evaluation of archival data. As 
indicated by Lawler et al. (1980), Campbell (1976), Pfeffer 
(1977) and others, an organization should be studied as it 
exists with and in its environment. Naturalistic inquiry, as 
defined by Tikunoff and Ward (1980, p. 265), centers on the 
behavior of organizations within the usual environment. It 
is designed to limit the research arena to the way in which 
an organism interacts with other organisms and utilizes qual­
itative and quantitative data obtained from natural behavior 
in a natural setting.
Faulkner (1982) discussed this form of research as a 
triad mode of data collection which is based on multiples of 
data, including, for example, observation, interviewing and 
archivesc "A triad advocates a distinctive stance toward 
qualitative information, namely, that it takes multiples and 
complexities in the data collection to capture and preserve 
multiples in the phenomenon of interest (i.e., industries, 
organizations, career)" (p. 81).
Each leg of the triad is unique. Interviewing strength­
ens the "actor viewpoint" and permits questions and issues to 
emerge. Observation of people can be coupled with
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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interviewing while the third leg— archives, documents and 
records— provides information about and support for some of 
the data collected.
The research objectives and design which focus on the 
Academic Senate for California Community Colleges as a com­
posite organization interacting with its internal and 
external environment in a natural setting indicate the appro­
priateness of both qualitative and quantitative data- 
gathering methods.
Questionnaire Methodology. Since the Academic Senate 
has a large membership whose opinions must be known to accom­
plish the objectives of this study, a paper and pencil survey 
incorporating questions pertaining to the historical develop­
ment of the Academic Senate; methods and procedures through 
which the Academic Senate provides opportunities for communi­
ty college faculty to participate in governance; the purpose 
and goals of the Academic Senate; the organization's effec­
tiveness in meeting its goals and the goals imposed by others 
in its environment; and questions pertaining to direct impact 
of the organization on its internal and external environment 
was conducted.
Items on the questionnaire were constructed so as to al­
low a six-choice response (including "don't know") similar to 
a Likert scale. The questionnaire was designed so that re­
spondents can complete it in 10-15 minutes (see Appendix B).
Questionnaires were sent to 751 instructors.
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Fifty-three colleges were randomly selected from a total of 
107. Instructors were selected using stratified sampling 
techniques and chosen from the 1982-83 college catalog facul­
ty listings. Additionally, questionnaires were sent to all 
California community college presidents (107) and all local 
senate presidents (109).
Analysis of this data was accomplished through use of 
MiraCosta College's HP 3000 computer and the SPSS program. 
Descriptive statistical procedures, primarily percentages of 
response, were used to determine the Academic Senate's effec­
tiveness, as understood by membership respondents, the 
college presidents and local senate presidents.
In addition to the questionnaire, this study includes 
the use of observation, interviews and document analysis in 
meeting its stated objectives. Using these methods, the 
researcher sought to discover and review concepts, measures 
and samples as more was learned about the effectiveness of 
the Academic Senate.
Interviews. The Academic Senate, in meeting its mis­
sion, interacts directly with the Board of Governors, Cali­
fornia Community Colleges, California Postsecondary Education 
Commission, Academic Senate, University of California System; 
Academic Senate, California State University System; college 
presidents; legislators; the membership; Faculty Association 
for California Community Colleges; California Association of
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Community Colleges, formerly California Community and Junior 
College Association, to name but a few.
Interviews (see Appendix A for sample questions) were 
conducted with many representatives of the above groups. The 
purpose for conducting interviews was to determine what the 
individuals thought about the Academic Senate and to expose 
those things that cannot be observed, such as the respond­
ent's thoughts, feelings, knowledge (Patton 1980, p. 197).
The interviews were "elite" interviews and concentrated on 
the individual's viewpoints.
Many of the techniques developed by oral historians were 
incorporated in the interview process. Cutler noted that 
oral history served four functions: (1) to serve to fill the 
information gaps in the written record; (2) to help the his­
torian understand the atmosphere or milieu of the period 
under scrutiny; (3) to illustrate what it was like to live 
during the times described; and (4) to use reminiscences to 
corroborate or discredit other sources of information (1971, 
p. 186).
Participant Observation. The Academic Senate Executive 
Board meetings and conferences are open meetings, and they 
provided an excellent opportunity to gather data in a natural 
setting using established techniques of participant observa­
tion. McCall identified the goal of participant observations 
as an analytic description of a complex social organization. 
The researcher employs " . . .  (1) concepts, propositions and
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empirical generalizations of a body of scientified theory as 
a guide for analysis and reportings; (2) employs thorough 
systematic collection classification and reporting of facts; 
(3) generates new empirical generalizations based on this 
data" (1969, p. 3).
Archival Research. The Academic Senate, Faculty Associ­
ation of California Community Colleges (FACCC), California 
Association of Community Colleges (CACC), State Department of 
Education and Chancellor's Office, California Community Col­
leges archivists and leadership provided the best sources of 
unpublished documents which were analyzed and included in the 
data.
Delimitations
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges is 
the research arena. The approach has been to view the State­
wide Academic Senate from the organizational effectiveness 
perspective. To the extent that history and background about 
the community colleges, academic governance and local senate 
building in California were considered related to the organi­
zational effectiveness focus, these topics are discussed in 
the study. No attempt was made to include a comprehensive 
review of the community college movement, academic governance 
or local Senate effectiveness.
This study was concerned with the Academic Senate as it 
existed from its inception in 1968 through 1982.
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The community college questionnaire sample was limited 
by the availability and accuracy of the faculty names listed 
as full time in the 1982-83 college catalogs. In cases where 
the 1982-83 catalog was unavailable, the 1981-82 catalog 
lists were used and the selected names were verified by tele­
phone as full-time faculty, presently employed at that 
college. To the extent that it could be determined, all 
respondents were considered full-time teaching faculty. The 
names of the local Senate presidents were provided by the 
Secretary of the Academic Senate for California Community 
Colleges. The college presidents' mailing list was estab­
lished by using the Chancellor's Office publication, Cali­
fornia Community Colleges Directory 1981-1982. Also, the 
Superintendent/President's office at MiraCosta College pro­
vided the names of newly appointed presidents. The response 
rate was: faculty, 46% of 751; Senate presidents, 70% of
109; college presidents, 70% of 107. The number of non­
respondents was considered a limitation.
Subjects interviewed were limited by their availability 
and willingness to participate in this study.
The statewide Academic Senate's archives were spread 
among several organization archivists. The most extensive 
archives, readily available to the researcher, are located in 
Ventura, California, and were under the supervision of Edith 
Conn. The Senate was attempting to centralize and possibly 
computerize the archives. The lack of centralization was a 
limiting factor in the use of the archives.
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Definition of Terms
A characteristic which is present in the development of 
any profession is the evolution of a vocabulary and language 
usage which is known and used, sometimes exclusively, by the 
profession's members. Simultaneous to the development of 
language is the development of acronyms which become codelike 
and often require deciphering by those who would interact 
with the profession.
The reader's attention is directed to definitions of 
acronymns representing organizations which were influential 
to the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. In 
several cases, certain elements of organizational theory were 
applied to the explanations about organizational changes 
reflected in the new acronyms for the old organization.
In the body of this study, organizations will be identi­
fied by their official title or name, initially, and the 
appropriate acronym in subsequent references.
ACCJC; Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior 
Colleges. The ACCJC was referred to most frequently through­
out this study as the Commission.
ACCCA; Association of California Community College 
Administrators.
ASCCC; Academic Senate for California Community Col­
leges. While the organization was frequently referred to as 
the ASCCC in its early years, the leadership has chosen to 
change its identity to the statewide Academic Senate or the 
statewide Senate in an attempt to eliminate the confusion
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associated with the many community college organizations hav­
ing several C's in their names. In this study, the preferred 
references will be used unless a citation or quotation uses 
another identifier.
AS-CIO; Academic Senate-Chief Instructional Officers.
BGCCC/BoG; Board of Governors California Community Col­
leges/Board of Governors.
BOARS; Board of Admission and Relations with Schools.
CJCA: California Junior College Association.
CCJCA: California Community and Junior College Associa­
tion.
CACC: California Association of Community Colleges.
CJCA became CCJCA and has recently been reorganized 
(1982) as CACC. This organization worked cooperatively with 
other organizations to provide support for the local senate 
movement and, subsequently, for the development of the Aca­
demic Senate for California Community Colleges. The early 
organization represented faculty, administrators and trus­
tees; later students were included in the organization and 
the current organization remains inclusive in its representa­
tion of these elements. Institutions pay dues to belong to 
this organization.
CCCT; California Community College Trustees.
College Presidents; The group of individuals whose 
actual title may be superintendent/president, president or 
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title, all were identified as the Chief Executive Officer 
(CEO) of their campus.
CSBA: California School Boards Association.
Community college, community junior college and junior 
college: These are terms which are interchangeable to a
large extent and identify two-year colleges. Most often 
these institutions will be referred to as community colleges 
in the study.
CPEC: California Postsecondary Education Commission. A
State agency responsible for assuring that the State's re­
sources for postsecondary education are utilized effectively 
and efficiently; for promoting diversity, innovation, and 
responsiveness to the needs of students and society; and for 
advising the Legislature and the Governor on statewide educa­
tional policy and funding.
CSU: California State University System. The State
University System is comprised of nineteen campuses. The 
primary function of the State University is to provide 
instruction to undergraduate and graduate students in the 
liberal arts and sciences, in applied fields and in various 
professions, including teaching.
CTA: California Teachers Association.
CJCFA: California Junior College Faculty Association.
FACCC: Faculty Association of California Community Col­
leges.
CJCFA splintered from CJCA (now CACC) when the need for 
an organization to advocate faculty exclusively was
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identified. The organization became FACCC and it provided 
seed money to aid in the establishment of the statewide Aca­
demic Senate. FACCC members pay dues which support a legis­
lative analyst.
Faculty respondents; The individuals to whom question­
naires were sent as a random stratified sample of the com­
munity college faculties.
Senates, local senates; Representative faculty groups 
located on each campus. Sometimes they are called faculty 
councils. They are concerned with academic and professional 
matters.
Senate presidents: The individuals elected by their
local senate as the leader of the senate. Each of these 
individuals was mailed a questionnaire.
PC: University of California system. The University
system consists of nine campuses. The University of Cali­
fornia is the primary state-supported agency for research.
It has the sole authority for awarding the doctorate degree 
(for public institutions). It provides instruction in the 
areas of graduate and undergraduate education listed for CSU 
and has exclusive jurisdiction over graduate instruction in 
the professions of law, medicine, dentistry and veterinary 
medicine.
WASC: Western Association of Schools and Colleges—
Regional accrediting agency and parent body to the Accredit­
ing Commission for Schools and Colleges.
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Organization of the Study
Chapter I has set the stage for the development of this 
study in the following chapters. Chapters II and III contain 
the review of the literature which provides the backdrop 
against which the data collected was measured and inter­
preted. In subsequent chapters, a perspective for data 
analysis (Chapter IV), the various data gathering methods—  
interviews (Chapter V), survey questionnaires (Chapter VI), 
and participant observations (Chapter VII) are discussed. 
Finally, Chapter VIII provides summations, conclusions and 
recommendations about the organizational effectiveness of the 
Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. Based on 
research findings, this Chapter attempts to draw new rela­
tionships and interpretations and apply the results to an 
emerging model of effectiveness.
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FRAMING THE ORGANIZATION
Literature which is reviewed in the following pages is 
directed towards the (1) history and evolution cf academic 
governance in the community college as the provider of the 
roots from which the Academic Senate for California Community 
Colleges emerged; (2) the Academic Senate itself; (3) the 
environment in which the organization functions; (4) develop­
ing an understanding of organizations in general and 
voluntary professional organizations such as the Senate 
specifically; (5) organizational effectiveness as a 
construct; and (6) the assessment of organizational effec­
tiveness.
The sources for this literature were varied. Several 
ERIC document searches were obtained through the ERIC Clear­
inghouse for Junior Colleges located at the University of 
California, Los Angeles. The Academic Senate archives, Mira- 
Costa College Academic Senate Minutes, dissertation 
abstracts, microfilms and a number of library collections 
provided the literature reviewed.
Because the objectives of this study are concerned with 
a comprehensive view of the Senate, beginning prior to its 
origin and ending with 1982, an extensive review covering 
many topics is provided in developing the composite picture
18
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of the organization. It should be noted that no truly com­
parable study was located in the literature.
Academic Governance 
Clark and Youn (1976), in their thorough historical 
analysis of academic power in the United States, indicated 
that while faculty influence in governance in colleges and 
universities predates many American institutions, the degree 
of influence has varied widely.
Governance in higher education is often discussed in the 
form of theoretical and/or structural models. These models 
frequently are used for purposes of measuring or comparing 
organizational functions. Dressel (1981) succinctly identi­
fied and discussed the four major paradigms of academic 
governance which follow:
1. Benevolent Anarchy. The faculty and admini­
stration envision the university as consisting 
of loosely coordinated and generally autonomous 
groups. Each unit seeks its own funding and is 
responsible for its own instructional program. 
Some services are performed by common units.
In general, the faculty and administration 
become independent entrepreneurs in developing 
resources and programs.
2. An Autocracy. Most significant advances in 
higher education are, Dressel believed, the 
result of dominant, dynamic leaders.
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Autocratic governance is advantageous in defin­
ing an institution, eliminating ambiguity and 
in making rapid decisions.
3. Collegial or Shared Governance Pattern. Found­
ed largely on the collegium, or community of 
scholars, faculty members are considered to 
have a high level of competence based on their 
years of training and ability. Competence is 
enhanced by experience and colleague respect. 
Academic and professional freedom is valued 
greatly. "Decisions are to be achieved by con­
sultation and consensus with the expectation 
that they will be more appropriate and more 
humane because the faculty has a major input to 
all decisions" (p. 79).
4. Political Model. Governance is viewed as a 
series of political maneuvers growing from con­
flict situations. Internal power blocks and 
external groups attempt to influence both pro­
cess and procedures. Decisions are the result 
of negotiated compromise which occurs after 
focusing on what is internally acceptable to 
the faculty, to the president, to the governing 
board and acceptable externally by interested 
groups. This model lacks the political party 
with defined goals sub-structure, present in 
national political governance (pp. 79-81).
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Faculty governance in any institution very likely cros­
ses model lines and individual institutional characteristics 
are often related directly to the governance model in use. 
Clark and Youn (1976) indicated that greater faculty influ­
ence in governance has been apparent in leading private and 
public universities and private colleges than in public 
institutions of higher learning. The level of faculty influ­
ence generally correlates with the age and prestige of the 
institution. Traditionally, according to the authors, facul­
ty influence has been relatively low in institutions which 
emerged from the normal schools (often land grant colleges) 
whose primary function was to train elementary school teach­
ers. Normal schools became teachers colleges, and for many 
years retained their singular purpose of professional prepa­
ration for all levels of school personnel. As a result, the 
institutions developed close ties to the state boards of edu­
cation, responsible for primary and secondary education. 
Because of this influence, these institutions tended to be 
dominated by administrators and trustees and their governance 
patterns were more similar to primary and secondary schools 
than to those of older, more prestigious institutions.
Trustee/administrator dominance patterns are even more 
apparent in the historical development of the community col­
leges. Junior colleges, as community colleges, were formerly 
known, predate World War II, in existence but their greatest 
expansion occurred in the 1950's and 1960's. These colleges 
were established as upward reach systems of secondary
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education. As a general pattern, the faculty and admin­
istrators were hired from secondary schools, often the local 
school system, and the colleges were governed by either the 
local citizen school board, responsible for the primary and 
secondary schools, or by a similarly patterned governing 
board.
Bylsma and Blackburn (1972) examined the historical 
literature relative to faculty governance and community col­
leges in the Onited States. They found that the faculties 
did participate in governance, but indicated that three 
(Boghe, 1950; Thornton, 1960; Hillway, 1966) of the most 
often read books on junior/community colleges during the 
1950-1966 period failed to recognize that faculty could par­
ticipate in the governance of an institution. Bylsma and 
Blackburn further indicated that there was an absence of 
articles about faculty participation in governance in Junior 
College Journal prior to 1964 and suggested this was indica­
tive that faculty participation in governance probably was 
non-existent. The authors discovered a rationale which 
explained this lack of participation as being a function of 
the size and complexity of the junior/community college. The 
rationale postulated that the complexity of the junior/com­
munity college may cause faculty to be unable to make intel­
ligent decisions. Further, faculty ignorance may be the 
result of their concentration on teaching, rather than on 
issues related to governance.
Bylsma and Blackburn (1972) were in agreement with Clark
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and Youn (1976) in discussing their independent but related 
research which identified the placement of the community col­
leges in the educational system as an explanation for the 
comparative historical lack of faculty participation in gov­
ernance. Since the educational system is progressive and 
hierarchical, the pressures of the trustee/administrator- 
dominated secondary schools are exerted from below, while the 
power of the four-year institutions is exerted from above. 
Their research indicated, also, that since most faculty con­
sidered their move from secondary school to the junior- 
community college to be a promotion, and a very satisfying 
one, faculty desire to acquire a place in the decision-making 
process may have been neutralized. The historical model in 
which the junior-community colleges were founded is hierarch­
ical. In this model, faculty do not participate. Prior to 
1965, there was little indication that faculties were 
involved effectively in governance.
Monroe (1972), in his profile of the community college, 
indicated that faculty participation in governance was a mat­
ter of recent origin and controversial in nature. From his 
perspective, the issue was not whether faculty would partici­
pate, but how they would participate in governance. Monroe 
believed the power of governance remained concentrated in the 
community college trustee boards and college presidents.
"Even as community colleges have emancipated themselves from 
public school districts, the tradition of autocratic control
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continues to prevail. But the days of autocracy are num­
bered" (Monroe, 1972, pp. 321-322).
Governance In California Community Colleges
The historical development of the junior/community col­
leges in California is very consistent with the identified 
pattern. The first California junior college was established 
in 1907 and the colleges experienced a slow, steady growth 
until the 1950's and 1960's when there was a substantial 
increase in their numbers. The primary purpose of the col­
leges, initially, was to provide freshman and sophomore level 
classes at no cost to students of the local community. The 
colleges were governed by locally-elected school boards of 
autonomous districts serving the dual function of governing 
to local secondary schools and the junior college.
For the variety of reasons indicated previously, the 
faculties did not unite nor did they align themselves with 
the traditional governance patterns exhibited by the four- 
year colleges and universities. A marker event in the devel­
opment of the California junior/community colleges occurred 
with the passage of the Donohoe Act of 1960 which translated 
the Master Plan for Higher Education into law. The net 
effect of the plan was to grant recognition and status to the 
junior/community colleges as one-third of the partnership 
(University of California system; California State University 
system) in California higher education. Another critical 
event occurred in 1963 when junior/community faculties were
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granted the legal right to participate in policy formation on 
academic and professional matters. In the same year, 
junior/community colleges were legally separated from the 
local school boards and became autonomous community college 
districts with their own governing boards. It was not until 
1967 that the junior/community colleges became systematized 
as the California Community Colleges with a system Chancellor 
and Board of Governors. Clearly, local control had been 
challenged.
About the time the Donohoe Act (1960) was passed, 
junior/community college faculties began to show an interest 
in sharing in the governance of the colleges. This interest 
was demonstrated as faculties exhibited what Blau and Scott 
(1962) have identified as behavior patterns typical of pro­
fessionals. These patterns are indicated when professionals 
group themselves into voluntary organizations for the primary 
purpose of self-determination. According to the authors, the 
desire for self-control is the result of the long period of 
training required of the professional in acquiring his/her 
expertise and the internal code of ethics which governs pro­
fessional conduct. Also, self-control is supported by the 
surveillance of his/her conduct by peers in the colleague 
relationship. "Every member of the group, but nobody else, 
is assumed to be qualified to make professional judgements.
To implement these values, professional organizations usually 
seek to have them enacted into laws establishing the exclu­
sive jurisdiction of the organized colleague groups in a
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given area of competence, and granting it the right to 
license practitioners" (Blau & Scott, 1962, p. 63). As 
Dressel (1981) indicated " . . . there comes a time in
maturation when even the most respected autocrat finds board 
members, faculty, alumni, students, and others asking for 
some voice in planning and in selecting administrators" (p.
79).
The evolution of college and university governance is 
steeped in a tradition of faculty sharing the authority and 
responsibility for governance with administration. Most 
often faculties have influenced the governing process through 
organizations known as academic senates or faculty councils. 
Since their inception, the University of California system 
and the California State University system have had academic 
senates on each branch campus and each has a statewide 
academic senate which speaks for its faculties in the 
governance process.
Senate Building; The Five-Year Period 1963-1968. As 
the junior/community college faculties began to agitate for 
place in the governance process, early leaders chose to 
organize along the lines of the collegial model outlined by 
Dressel (1981, pp. 79-81) and implemented through the 
academic senates. Exhibiting the characteristics outlined 
previously by Blau and Scott (1962, p. 62) and working 
through established organizations such as the California 
State Board of Education, California Teachers Association and
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the California Junior College Association, the leaders fought 
to achieve self control. In 1963, California Assembly Con­
current Resolution No. 48 (ACR 48) was passed. With its 
passage, the junior/community college faculties, minus the 
tradition and experience in governance of their partners in 
higher education, were granted the same legal right to parti­
cipate in policy formation on academic and professional 
matters through the establishment of academic senates on each 
junior/community college campus. A period of time would 
elapse before the emergence of a statewide academic senate 
similar to those present in the other systems of higher edu­
cation.
Assemblyman Ben Garrigus, then Chair of the State 
Assembly Education Committee and a junior college instructor, 
was responsible for introducing Assembly Concurrent Resolu­
tion (ACR 48). Dissertation research, undertaken by Case 
(1968), indicated that the legislative advocate of the 
California Federation of Teachers, as well as the other major 
junior college instructor organizations, joined in advocacy 
for the resolution. However, as Case reported, controversy 
surrounded the passage of ACR 48. • Faculties, it was believed 
would soon lose their enthusiasm once they had experienced 
the tiring burden of responsible participation. On the 
positive side, it was thought that the presence of a senate 
on a college campus would be the sign and seal of bona fide 
higher education status. According to Case, the 1963-1964 
year was a year of study and debate. ACR 48 had directed the
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establishment of senates, but there was little information 
available on how to accomplish it. The Board of Education 
enacted Sec. 131.6 of Title V, California Administrative 
Code, as a means of interpreting the issues raised during the 
early stages of implementation. Of primary importance was 
the implementation of ACR 48 which provided the academic 
senates with direct lines of communication to the governing 
board and access to county counsel legal opinion. Case 
(1971) cited a survey undertaken by the California Teachers 
Association in 1965, which showed that by 1964 fifty-two 
percent of the colleges had held elections preparatory to the 
establishment of their senate (p. 12).
"The initial impact of ACR 48 was to catalyze the move­
ment, and to hold up a powerfully attractive model for formal 
faculty participation (the academic senate) which had about 
it the aura of traditions and conventions of faculty gover­
nance as they were supposed to exist in the senior colleges 
and universities, traditions and conventions hallowed by what 
was taken to be a long history with origins in the ancient 
universities of medieval Europe" (Case, 1971, p. 18). The 
impact of Sec. 131.6 was to legitimate faculty authority. By 
1967, faculty participation was an accomplished fact.
Porter (1969) summarized the first five years of senate 
existence and categorized their problems as organization, a 
searching for identity within the institutional structure; 
and flexing of muscles to assert new and unfamiliar power (p. 
3). Case (1971) described the processes of
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constitution-making that occurred during this five-year 
period as a prelude to the actual initiation of the senate. 
The process of legitimating senates required a constitution 
that would meet with the approval of the majority of faculty 
on a given campus. This process resulted in legitimating of 
the senate by the body politic. Another process Case identi­
fied was that of education. What a senate could be or should 
be required exploration, debate and discussion. The educa­
tion process touched boards and administrators as faculty 
searched for their senate's identity (p. 39), This period 
began the process Case characterized as giving the senate 
life and character that would be ongoing. "A kind of 'tuning 
up' would continue formally through constitutional revisions, 
and informally through the hardening of precedents, evolution 
of traditions, habits of operation, grooving channels of 
communication, evolving an internal social structure, and the 
carving out of a role, or roles, within the overall framework 
of the college organization" (Case, 1981, p. 39).
The uniqueness of each senate is a reflection of the 
individual characteristics observed among the colleges they 
represent. The label academic senate is a generic one and is 
applied to a class of organizations possessing common charac­
teristics. Senates have a strong constitutional-political 
flavor, are composed of a representative body, often with a 
dual constituency, and purposes that center on representing 
the faculty. Variability in senates is reflected in the
I
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structural differences, procedures and degree of power and 
authority they exercise in their individual college.
The role of the academic senate in governance is one of 
providing a forum in which to discuss and resolve issues 
which are of concern to the entire college community. "The 
senate legitimates the actions of joint committees by provid­
ing opportunity for all elements of the college to debate the 
actions and decide to accept, reject or modify their actions" 
(Richardson, 1972, p. 203). Richardson further indicated 
that the senate serves to improve communication and under­
standing among constituencies. Through vigorous, open 
debate, the district identity and sense of philosophy can be 
conveyed to the community (p. 203).
In an attempt to identify specifically how senates ful­
fill their roles and responsibilities, Richardson (1972, p. 
205) provided the following list of possibilities: curricula
revision or addition? requirements for degrees and certifi­
cates; establishment of class size; alterations in the aca­
demic calendar; attendance policies; provisions of service to 
the community; student affairs and activities; evaluation 
procedure for administration, faculty and students; alloca­
tion of funds; physical facilities; establishment and 
responsibilities of joint committees; periodic review of 
responsibilities and functions of the all-college senate.
Clearly, the senate's responsibility is for policy 
formation and not policy administration. The areas listed 
have the potential for affecting the entire college
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community. Policy revisions or additions should be reviewed 
by the senate and the senate's position made known to the 
board and administration so that it serves as a significant 
factor in any decision-making (Richardson, 1972, p. 205).
In a study conducted to determine the status of senates 
in junior colleges, Bandley reported that the largest number 
of recommendations from the senates to the administration and 
governing boards were in the areas that affect working condi­
tions and personal lives— salary, personnel matters (leaves, 
insurance, etc.), class size and work load policies. "Secon­
darily, they have helped themselves and the students on 
improvement in instructional policy and academic freedom and 
controversial issues policies" (Bandley, 1967, p. 9). It is 
noteworthy that the 68 respondents were all college presi­
dents or vice presidents.
The Bandley (1967) study indicated that fifteen colleges 
granted three units of assigned time to their senate presi­
dents. Others indicated that the authority to grant assigned 
time was not clearly provided. The majority of presidents 
who did not provide assigned time, opposed, resisted or 
refused, on the basis that the senate should be composed of 
full time faculty members. The senate role in policy recom­
mendations should not cause the organization to act as an 
administrative body or senate members to function as admini­
strators (p. 17). Additionally, the presidents indicated 
their belief that the role of the senate was one of policy 
advisement and recommendation and should function as an
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advisory body to the administration. The most favorable 
expressions about academic senates came from colleges which 
did not have recognized negotiating councils and the senate 
consisted of both instructors and administrators.
The meet and confer controversy, ACR 48 and subsequent 
Title V Regulation 131.6 granted the academic senates "Meet 
and Confer" rights. In 1965, the California Legislature 
passed the Winton Act which established a uniform and orderly 
method of communication between public school employers and 
employees and provided for "Meeting and Conferring" through 
the establishment of negotiating councils (Smith, 1971, p.
5). Porter (1969) indicated that the true function and role 
of the senates had not been clearly established when the Win­
ton Act was passed (p. 12). Reiss (1967) questioned who 
spoke for the junior college professor in California and com­
mented that the status of faculty organizations was unclear. 
He identified the academic senate and negotiating councils as 
the most common faculty voices. At the time, collective 
bargaining was provided for in California labor law but pro­
hibited by the Winton Act. Reiss projected that conflict 
between the forces supporting academic senates and those sup­
porting negotiating councils would reach showdown proportions 
in the Legislature in 1968 (p. 4).
Porter (1969) interviewed college presidents and faculty 
members as part of his study and found both groups agreed 
that the major thrust of senates during the five-year period 
(1969-1974) would be (no significance in order of listing):
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
33
(1) work to have all junior colleges free from unified dis­
tricts; (2) strengthen the academic senate for California 
community colleges; (3) develop a statewide salary schedule; 
and (4) work to repeal the Winton Act (pp. 30-31).
A period of extensive debate about the interpretation of 
the language of ACR 48 and the Winton Act, as well as testi­
mony about the common practices existent on college campuses 
for "Meeting and Conferring", occurred. Smith (1971) and 
Brydon (1971) provided extensive detail of the debate and 
both indicated the cooperative and supportive effort demon­
strated by instructor organizations such as California 
Teachers Association (CTA), Faculty Association for Cali­
fornia Community Colleges (FACCC) and California Junior 
College Association (CJCA), in the effort to clarify the 
issue. The net effect was to amend the Winton Act. Reiss' 
prediction that the debate would reach the Legislature in 
1968 fell short by approximately two years, as Assembly Bill 
820 (AB 820) which amended the Winton Act was not passed 
until 1970.
Smith (1971), an attorney and legislative advocate for 
FACCC, indicated in his analysis of AB 820 that the "intent 
of the Legislature was not to restrict or prohibit the . . . 
full function of any academic senate or faculty council 
established by a school district with a community college to 
represent the faculty in making recommendations to the admin­
istration and governing board with respect to district 
policies on academic and professional matters" (Smith, 1971,
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p. 14). The final resolution of this controversy represented 
a major victory in the development of the organizational 
structure and power base for the fledgling senates.
The Academic Senate For California Community Colleges
In 1968, during the height of the debate surrounding the 
"Meet and Confer" controversy and just three years following 
the passage of ACR 48 which caused the legal establishment of 
academic senates, exclusive legal jurisdiction to represent 
the community college faculties on statewide matters was 
granted to the Academic Senate for California Community Col­
leges. The organization emerged from the constitution, 
written as a product of the conference of academic senates 
sponsored by the California Junior College Faculty Associa­
tion (CJCFA), now known as the Faculty Association for 
California Community Colleges (FACCC). The conference met 
during the fall and spring and after extensive debate submit­
ted to local senates the proposed constitution for ratifica­
tion on May 24, 1968 (Standiford et al.. Note 1).
One of the delegates in attendance at the Spring 1968 
constitution writing conference prepared the following report 
(exerpted) for his local senate. The following were some of 
his observations:
9. The whole meeting was spent in working toward 
an agreeable wording on the constitution. We 
really began work on this at 2:00 Friday after­
noon and went on to 10:00 p.m. that night.
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Saturday we worked from 0900 to 4:00 . 
one hour out for lunch. Ordinarily I hate this 
kind of thing but I'll have to admit that I got 
involved and gained much from the discussions.
10. I have never been an organization joiner but as 
I was exposed to a recounting of events from 
many, many districts and colleges I can see 
where, if a united voice at the state level is 
going to be accomplished for faculties, then 
this is the organization to do it.
11. The purpose of the organization is to represent 
faculty interests to the state board in matters 
of interest to faculty in all community col­
leges. It is not, as proposed to be an axe 
grinding, bickering, individual interest thing 
but an organization that will take the concerns 
of California community college faculty to the 
board for discussion and solution (Meier, Note 
2).
As Blau and Scott (1962, p. 63) indicated professionals 
are want to do, the organizers of the academic senate for 
California community colleges sought legal recognition as a 
means of implementing the expressed values of the organiza­
tion. On May 21, 1969, the Board of Governors for California 
Community Colleges authorized each local senate to request 
local governing boards to subscribe to the statewide academic 
senate (Juric, Fall 1970, p. 3). By the Fall of 1970, more
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than two-thirds of the California community colleges had 
affiliated with the year-old statewide academic senate. 
Sheridan Hegland, first president of the statewide Senate, 
stated "It provides for the first time a statewide voice for 
all faculty without ideological or subject matter or dues 
barriers" (Fall 1970, p. 2).
Reiss (1979), in a rare study of academic senates, com­
mented that the " . . .  establishment of a statewide senate 
for California community colleges will provide a direct state 
level voice for local community college senates" (p. 7). He 
recommended that since his findings indicated both the facul­
ty and administration favored the academic senate and partic­
ipative management, "community college trustees, administra­
tion and faculty should provide maximum support (including 
financial commitment) to the continual development of the 
newly-established Academic Senate for California Community 
Colleges" (Reiss, 1977, p. 187).
In the Fall 1970 ASCCC Newsletter, Hegland wrote "ASCCC 
is different. Its first official pronouncement expressed 
eagerness to cooperate with all faculty organizations. Our 
fall and spring conferences have seen representatives present 
and participating from CTA, California Federation of Teachers 
(CFT), FACCC, American Association of University Professors 
(AAUP) and from state colleges and public and private univer­
sity campuses. Also participating were spokesmen from CJCA, 
California Association of School Administrators (CASA) and 
California School Boards Association (CSBA). Our intent is
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to be inclusive, not exclusive; to be responsive and respon­
sible" (p. 3).
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges is 
a voluntary, collegial organization composed of all profes­
sionals who are teaching faculty in the public community col­
leges of California. The purpose of the statewide Academic 
Senate is to represent the community college faculty in all 
matters of academic and professional concern. Membership in 
the organization occurs as a function of being a faculty mem­
ber at a community college and is, therefore, composed of a 
very heterogeneous group of professionals. The individual 
colleges affiliate with and pay dues to the organization.
The California Legislature supports the organization with 
monies allotted through the Chancellor's system budget. This 
support is similar to the financial support the Legislature 
provides to the statewide senates of the UC and CSU system, 
though the amount is much less than that provided to the 
other senates.
The basic structure of the organization is democratic in 
nature as the constituent colleges are represented at the 
semi-annual conferences by their local senate president and 
one delegate representative. All proposed organizational 
positions and activities are debated from the floor and only 
the delegate representatives may vote. Those resolutions 
receiving a majority vote become the foundation for statewide 
senate positions and action. Elections are conducted in the
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spring with candidate speeches preceding the election.
Again, only the representative from each college may vote.
The Executive Committee consists of: President; Past
President; Vice President; Treasurer; Secretary; Representa­
tives (three from North and three from South); Representa­
tives at Large (four); and meets monthly. It is responsible 
for the ongoing organizational activities and for communi­
cating with local senates. The Education Policies Committee 
is the only standing committee of the Senate.
Also, the community colleges are divided into geographi­
cal areas. Area meetings are held prior to each conference 
and at other times as needed. Colleges often send more than 
their senate president and delegate to area meetings. Gener­
ally, the purpose of these meetings is to determine what 
resolutions the area may want to offer for debate by the 
delegate assembly and to identify the interests and concerns 
of the area colleges.
In addition to the semi-annual conferences, the state­
wide Senate sponsors special interest meetings on topics such 
as evaluation, academic standards and basic skills.
Organizational Environment of the Statewide Academic 
Senate. While the previous discussion provided only a brief 
description of the statewide Academic Senate, it served to 
establish a frame for the organization and to identify the 
uniqueness of the Senate from the perspective of a student of 
organizations. Academic senates and the concept of
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collegiality are historically significant in the study of 
governance in higher education though they have received 
limited interest from organizational researchers. It is 
true, also, that professional associations, in general, have 
been subjected to very little research scrutiny, yet there is 
a proliferation of organizations in this general category.
When volunteer organizations have been studied, they tend not 
to have been education-related and when professionals have 
been studied, the medical, legal and health professions have 
received the greatest interest. Most organizational research 
has been conducted in the work place in non-voluntary organi­
zations. Thus, most of the literature and theoretical para­
digms about organizations and organizational effectiveness 
are founded in studies of organizations dissimilar to the 
Senate. Characteristics identified by such studies must be 
interpreted and measured in light of the fact that the state­
wide Academic Senate, when taken in toto, is profoundly 
different from the organizations most often studied.
The California community colleges function as locally- 
organized, and somewhat locally-controlled, entities, as well 
as part of the 107-member state system of community colleges. 
Whether looked at as individual colleges or as part of the 
system, they are bounded by governmental, bureaucratic struc­
ture. For example, the internal organization of the majority 
of colleges identifies a president/superintendent at the top; 
next, vice presidents; followed by deans and division heads; 
then department chairs, faculty and students. While a very
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intricate sub-unit structure designed to improve communica­
tion and encourage participatory activities may exist in 
lines of authority, responsibility is clearly drawn. Because 
each college belongs to a district (some districts have more 
than one campus), district governance occurs through the 
elected lay board of trustees. There may be several com­
munity college districts in one county and county authority 
and interaction with the districts is variable. Neverthe­
less, the college district must interact with yet another 
form of bureaucratic organization.
There was widespread resistance to the creation of the 
California community college system in 1967 because it car­
ried the organization pattern of an additional bureaucratic 
superstructure which included a Chancellor and staff which 
reports to a Board of Governors. The Governor of California 
appoints the board members and the Board is accountable to 
the Legislature. Until 1978, the local districts functioned 
to a great extent on local tax support. The passage of Prop­
osition 13 in 1978 changed the taxation base and transferred 
control of finances to the State of California. The net 
effect produced diminishing local control, increasing demands 
on the Board of Governors and Chancellor's Office by the 
Legislature and increased "systematizing" of the colleges and 
districts.
The California Postsecondary Education Commission is a 
primary organization in the environment of the community 
colleges and the Academic Senate. The Commission is the
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successor to the California Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education and is responsible for coordinating California's 
plan for education beyond high school. While fulfilling this 
responsibility, it coordinates the higher education triad 
(University of California, California State Universities, 
California Community Colleges) and private universities and 
colleges. The Commission recommends directly to the Legis­
lature, offering advice on statewide educational policy and 
funding.
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges is 
the legal representative organization for the approximately 
15,000 community college instructors on all issues of academ­
ic and professional concern. It is bound by the organiza­
tional structure in which its members function, as well as by 
bureaucratic bounds exercised by the environment of the 
organization.
Given the earlier discussion concerning the history of 
academic senates, it is clear that senate tradition abhors 
bureaucratic and authoritarian behaviors and structures. 
Recognition of post-industrial organizational reality has 
provided methods for tolerable compromise and the subsequent 
appearance and growth of the local senates and the statewide 
Academic Senate. Critical to the meshing of the two types of 
organizations which, in the purist sense, are diametrically 
opposed, has been the legal foundation and financial support 
provided to the statewide Senate and local senates by the 
bureaucracy and the proviso that both local senates and the
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statewide Senate can communicate and make recommendations 
directly to the local boards of trustees and the Board of 
Governors as an alternative to the rigidity of bureaucratic 
authority/responsibility lines.
Organizations, such as the Academic Senate, are created 
when a group of people perform in a coordinated manner to 
achieve some goal or mission. The achievement of goals is 
most often accomplished through a division of labor by which 
individuals are delegated the authority to act for the mem­
bers or are provided with various mechanisms for coordinating 
the activities of the organization. A characteristic of 
organizations is that they have continuity over time; that 
is, the members continue to use the organization as a means 
of goal achievement over time. Clearly, both the California 
Community Colleges and the Academic Senate for California 
Community Colleges are examples of organizations possessing 
these characteristics.
Brydon (1973) identified three branches to the study of 
organizational theory: social-psychological; sociological;
and administrative. The sociological branch is broad in 
scope and focuses on organizational goals, division of labor 
and the role of formal organizations in society. The social- 
psychologists concentrate on the role of the individual in an 
organizational system and the effect of the system on the 
individual. The administrative branch is concerned with the 
issue of centralization and problems of control (p. 30).
The definition for organizational effectiveness
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(Tannenbaum & Georgopoulos, 1957) which is the foundation for 
this study should alert the reader to the researcher's view 
that the organization under study is considered a social 
system possessing resources and means and which attempts to 
fulfill its objectives without exhausting either. Resources 
and means are interpreted to include the environment in which 
this organization or social system functions.
The sociological perspective is broad in scope and 
focuses on the organizational goals, role of the formal 
organization in society and the division of labor. Max Weber 
(1947) provided the foundation work in the theory of formal 
organization and structure. Paramount to the understanding 
of Weber's theory of formal organizations and social struc­
ture is his conceptualization of the rational ordering of 
duties and responsibilities and reliance on formal rules.
The classic dilemma was identified as how effectiveness and 
efficiency can be achieved while maintaining control. In 
Weber's view, efficiency is concerned with the best utiliza­
tion of resources.
Weber (1947, pp. 324-329) identified the relationship of 
authority and legitimation as critical to his bureaucratic 
theory. He distinguished between traditional authority 
(accepted because that is the way it has always been), char­
ismatic authority accepted because of the leader's person­
ality) and bureaucratic authority (accepted because it agrees 
with a set of more abstract rules which are considered legit­
imate and on which decisions are made). The ability to
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control in a bureaucracy is based on the ability to justify 
in accordance with the rules of the group which are accepted 
voluntarily because the rules are part of the value system. 
"There is a theoretical assumption that community college 
leaders are participants in a bureaucratic system which 
relies on legitimacy for its effectivensss" (Brydon, 1973, p. 
34).
The final element of Tannenbaum and Georgopoulos' (1957) 
definition of organizational effectivenss is concerned with 
how the organizational objectives can be met without placing 
extreme strain on the membership. The social-psychologist 
branch of organizational theory (Brydon, 1973, p. 30) concen­
trates on the system's effect on the individual. Certainly, 
in an organization such as the statewide Academic Senate 
which is voluntary and non-profit, the membership is a vital 
resource. To strain it unduly courts disaster for the organ­
ization.
"Organizations are tools designed to achieve various 
goals, to understand them fully, one must understand the 
goals they pursue" (Perrow, 1977, p. 180). Perrow argued 
that goals are multiple and conflicting, often pursued as 
problems, but they also provide the best clue to the unique­
ness of the organization (p. 180). "Bureaucratic form 
results from a successful attempt to do what all organiza­
tions seek to accomplish - to minimize the impact of extra- 
organizational influences upon members; to promote a high 
degree of specialization to ensure efficiency and competency;
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and to control as much as possible the uncertainties and 
variabilities of the environment" (Perrow, 1977, p. 178).
When the environment of the organization is subjected to 
rapid changes and tasks are not well defined, bureaucratic 
structure cannot be maintained. The organization must then 
risk outside intrusion of influences while attempting to min­
imize these influences through the professionalization of 
personnel. Environmental influence ensures organizational 
adaptability (p. 179).
To summarize, the statewide Academic Senate is founded 
in the tradition of academic senates; is an organization 
structured as a delegate assembly composed of representatives 
of each local senate of the 107 community colleges in Cali­
fornia who elect the organization's Executive Committee. The 
organization functions to represent the community college 
faculty through specifically stated goals and purposes. The 
statewide Academic Senate exists in an environment which is 
highly bureaucratic and very diverse.
Organizations
Weber's (1947) classic view of organizations holds that 
legitimation occurs when the formal rules, divisions of 
responsibility and delineation of functions agree with a more 
abstract set of values to which the participants adhere. The 
alternative is alienation which destroys the effectiveness of 
the organization in attaining its goals. The idea that some 
alienation and conflict is inevitable can be traced to
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Weber's classic sociological analysis. Meyer and Rowan
(1977) extended this view in their lengthy discussion of the 
formal structure of institutionalized organization. "In mod­
ern societies, the elements of rationalized formal structure 
are deeply ingrained in, and reflect, widespread understand­
ings of social reality. Many positions, policies, programs, 
and procedures of modern organizations are enforced by public 
opinion, by views of important constituents, by knowledge 
legitimated through the educational system, by social pres­
tige, by the laws, and by the definitions of negligence and 
prudence used by the courts" (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 343). 
The organizational manifestations of rationalized institu­
tional rules may take the form of professions, policies, 
programs, services, and products which permit the emergence 
of new organizations and stimulate existing organizations to 
incorporate new practices and procedures.
Meyer and Rowan cautioned that there may be a sharp dis­
tinction between the formal structure of an organization and 
the day-to-day activities of the organization. "Prevailing 
theories assume that the coordination and control of activity 
are critical dimensions on which formal organizations have 
succeeded in the modern world" (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 342). 
However, researchers have identified gaps between the formal 
and informal elements of organizations. Recently, research 
has indicated that formal organizations are often "loosely 
coupled", a term used to denote the disconnectedness of 
behavior and outcome. Meyer and Associates (1978, p. 15)
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indicated that loose coupling may be the result of prefer­
ences of the individuals in the organization and the 
preferences of the society surrounding the organization. 
Individual preferences give rise to organizational politics 
and the development of power relations. Evaluation systems 
are often subverted or become vague and uncoordinated (p.
342).
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967, p. unnumbered) based their 
research on questions surrounding what organizational charac­
teristics are required that maintain the linkages between the 
internal structure and its environment. Their research cen­
tered on ten organizations in three industrial environments 
and studied integration, the state of collaboration which 
exists between departments to achieve unity of effort to meet 
environmental demands, and differentiations, the difference 
in cognitive and emotional orientation among managers in dif­
ferent departments. Differentiation refers specifically to 
differences in goal orientation and in the formality of 
structure in the organization.
The Lawrence and Lorsch study originated in 1963 and 
represented the intitial major research designed to challenge 
whether there was, in fact, one best way to organize. Their 
findings included: (1) businesses in dynamic environment
demonstrated highly differentiated patterns of thought and 
behavior, while in more stable environments less differentia­
tion was demonstrated; (2) successful organizations achieved 
the required state of integration; (3) the contingency theory
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of organization was established which identified organiza­
tional characteristics which lead to effective performance, 
given the demands of the organization's environment. "It is 
our view, given the need for differentiated ways of working 
and points of view in various units of large organizations, 
that recurring conflict is inevitable" (Lawrence & Lorsch, 
1967, p. 13).
Individuals bring to organizations certain motives they 
seek to fulfill. Included are achievement, affiliation and 
their need for power (McClelland, 1961, pp. 36-62). Organi­
zations which are structured so that members can deal real­
istically and effectively with the environment promote 
feelings of growth and personal satisfaction. "Thus, if we 
concern ourselves with understanding what type of organiza­
tion meets different environmental demands, ve will also be 
confronting the questions of developing organizations that 
offer a high probability of satisfying these basic needs of 
individuals for achievement and competence" (Lawrence & 
Lorsch, 1967, p. 18). The authors further indicated that 
healthy organizations are under constant pressure to grow and 
that the pressure may emanate from outside the organization 
as a result of external requests to undertake new or expanded 
tasks or as a result of members who desire a broader base for 
their activities or to identify new opportunities to be 
developed (p. 230).
It seems apparent, then, that organizations are struc­
tured by their environment, that they are interdependent with
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it and that they structurally reflect a socially constructed 
reality. The creation of institutional isomorphism promotes 
the success and survival of the organization by incorporating 
externally legitimated structures which causes increased 
commitment of the internal participants and external con­
stituents (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 349).
Meyer and Rowan (p. 357) concurred with Lawrence and 
Lorsch (1967, p. 13) in the belief that activities in formal 
organizations lead to conflicts. The avoidance of the inte­
gration of organizational activities leads to decoupling 
within the organization and minimizes conflict and disputes. 
March and Simon (1958, pp. 112-135) suggested that delega­
tion, professionalization, goal ambiguity, the elimination of 
output data, and maintenance of face are all mechanisms for 
absorbing uncertainty while preserving the formal structure.
The role of the researcher whose interests lie in organ­
izational research is to understand and describe the form and 
various aspects of organizations. Meyer and Associates
(1978) have indicated that researchers have settled the fol­
lowing previously debated issues: (1) comparisons of organi­
zations may not yield meaningful results, but a generally 
accepted hypothesis is that almost all organizations can be 
compared in some respects; (2) "open" versus "closed" systems 
— few can accept studying organizations without references to 
the external events; (3) acceptance of the contingency theory 
— there is no best way to organize and probably are no simple 
generalizations which hold for all organizations (p. 18).
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Most often, the results of research curiosity can be 
placed in two general categories: (1) attempts to explain or
predict the growth and decline of organizations; and (2) the 
effectiveness or fit of the organization in society at large. 
The following discussion identifies the views of several 
prominant organizational researchers and illustrates the 
elements of their diversity, as well as agreement.
Levinson (1972) discussed organizations as open systems, 
a concept which was drawn from biological studies. "This 
concept calls attention to the need for studying living 
organisms in their contexts and to the limitations and diffi­
culty of understanding information about living organisms 
when that information is taken out of context" (p. 4). In 
continuing this analogy, Levinson indicated that an organiza­
tion has three tasks: to maintain balance (1) among its
internal subsystems; (2) between the organization as a system 
and other systems; and (3) between itself and the larger 
systems of its environments, so that the organization may 
survive (p. 4).
Evan (1976, p. 19) defined an organization as a social 
system which interacts with its environment and activates at 
least four systemic processes: inputs of various types of
resources; transformations of resources with the aid of 
social and/or technical mechanisms; outputs which are trans­
mitted to other systems; and feedback effects, whether 
negative or positive.
Goodman and Pennings (1977, p. 2) generalized two points
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of view regarding organizations. One view discussed was that 
of an organization as a rational set of arrangements oriented 
toward achieving certain goals. Another view was that of an 
organization as an open system, a view similar to Levinson's, 
in which the organization is concerned with integrating its 
various parts.
The conceptualization of organizations as markets in 
which power and influence are transacted was offered by 
Pfeffer (1977). He expanded on the concept by viewing organ­
izations as open social systems, which must continue to 
transact with their environments, to import resources and to 
acquire the necessary support to continue the coalition (p. 
145).
Though they differ in their specific definitions of 
organizations, Levinson, Goodman and Pennings, Evan, and 
Pfeffer expressed agreement that organizations are composed 
of interdependent groups or subsystems that are part of the 
larger organization but may have different goals, different 
methods of operation, and various degrees of responsibility 
and power. They further agree that organizations are affec­
ted by other systems and they affect other systems. Levinson 
(p. 4) stated that organizations master their environments 
and survive by modifying or controlling their own behavior, 
as well as the external influences. Meyer and Associates 
summarized, "We find organizations as much - and, in some 
instances, more - determined by their social and political 
environments as by technological and economic imperatives
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stressed by conventional theories of organizations" (1978, p. 
2).
To thoroughly understand an organization according to 
Levinson (p. 5), the purpose of the organisation must be seen 
as similar to an individual's identity. The organizational 
purpose is the conceptualized self-image of the organiza­
tion.
Voluntary Professional Organizations
An understanding of the statewide Academic Senate rests 
on the conceptualization of a formal voluntary organization 
which is composed of professionals and founded in the tradi­
tion of academic collegiality.
By definition, a voluntary association is a group of 
people who have a formal structure in which membership is 
open to all who share a particular occupation or profession, 
who have a common interest and participate in their own deci­
sion (Chapin & Tsouderos, 1955, p. 306). Evan indicated, 
" . . .  the ideal type voluntary association is one in which, 
among other things, decision-making is decentralized to 
include the membership at large in order to ensure government 
by consent, though authority is also delegated through an 
elected leadership. In contrast, the ideal-type administra­
tive organization is one in which, among other things, auth­
ority is centralized and concentrated in the hands of a 
nonelected leadership" (Evan, 1957, p. 149).
Evan indicated that decision-making and value commitment
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are directly related. In his view, as the rate of decision 
making increases, the rate of value commitment by the par­
ticipants increases. As the rate of value commitment 
increases so does the rate of activity (p. 152). But, he 
raised the question, "Is the transformation of voluntary 
organizations into administrative organizations inevitable?" 
(p. 152).
Chapin and Tsouderos (1955) observed the formalization 
process in ten voluntary organizations which they studied and 
reported that, as the organization developed the tasks of 
leadership or executive board and the office staff became 
more complex, duties became more elaborate, enlarged and 
specialized. They hypothesized that the extension of the 
organization's structure begins as an amorphous, informal 
structure and develops to a formal one. They observed a pro­
gression from loose interpersonal to rigid interpersonal 
contacts which was characterized by organizational hierarchy 
and by extensive specialization of functions (p. 306).
Using the case study method, Chapin and Tsouderos in 
their studies of 10 voluntary organizations established the 
following morphologies:
1. Membership-role-group. Individuals who consti­
tute the rank-and-file membership of the organ­
ization.
2. Executive-role-group. Set of positions usually 
incorporating leadership function which formu­
lates policy to accomplish set goals.
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3. Representative-role-group. Organized bodies 
which arise from the defined roles of members. 
May vote to approve or reject goals or policies 
of the organization.
4. Staff-role-group. Organized body of workers, 
either volunteer or hired, which carries out 
implementation of executive policy (p. 306).
Additionally, the Chapin and Tsouderos study revealed a 
growth pattern for voluntary organizations. (1) Initially, 
membership has the characteristics of the primary group and, 
while the leadership enjoys higher social prestige, authority 
is limited by the membership. (2) Structure codification 
begins when executive positions are differentiated and yearly 
elections for a hierarchy of executive leaders begins. (3) 
Differentiation continues with the establishment of standing 
committees and the discharging of duties under the authority 
of the executive board. Formulation of separate staff groups 
is begun, usually with a paid employee working with the exec­
utive offices. (4) As the expansion continues, the distance 
from the executive group continues with further departmental­
ization and specialization. (5) The control machinery is 
reinforced through use of nominating committees (pp. 308- 
309). The organizational growth results in: (1) rank-and-
file membership becoming increasingly passive and removed 
from the executive structure of the organization; (2) execu­
tive board is removed from the activities which they 
formulate and there is increasing dependence on committees
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for input; and (3) the long lines of communication create 
problems which the association may try to solve by improving 
parliamentary procedures and communication channels (p.
309).
The distinguishing combination of characteristics of a 
voluntary organization include open membership, common inter­
ests and individual decision to participate. But, what are 
the distinguishing characteristics of professionals in organ­
izations? The professional, according to Bucher and Stelling 
(1977, p. 124), has the right to say what is to be done and 
what is necessary to accomplish the task. "Professional mem­
bership and organizational memberships are seen as parallel 
social processes - continuous, overlapping, sometimes comple­
mentary, and sometimes in conflict" (Blankenship, 1977, p. 
38). Socialization into the complex role of the professional 
begins in school and continues throughout the career.
As Bucher and Stellings identified, claims to competence 
are based largely on the degree to which others accept the 
claim and accord the professional license and recognition of 
competence. Professionals do not earn their status once and 
for all. Expertise is specific and not often generalized to 
other areas (p. 123).
Professional status in relation to the lay public tends 
to be more apparent than when compared with other profes­
sional groups. "What one sees in many organizations is the 
struggle of different groups for varying levels of profes­
sional recognition, with differential success in different
[
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locales" (p. 123). The professional community influences the 
organizational structure and dictates, to a large extent, the 
acceptable activities which must be supported by the organi­
zational resources. The reward for success in achieving 
professional status " . . .  is autonomy and influence; the 
group is accorded the competence to define problems, deter­
mine solutions, and monitor the functioning of the system” 
(Bucher & Stellings, 1977, p. 123).
Characteristic of the professional is the open negotia­
tion and bargaining that takes place and is founded in 
professional worth and values. Roles in the organization are 
often determined by the strengths or weaknesses of an 
individual. Often accommodations are made in program or 
activities to capitalize on the individual expertise. Situa­
tions arise in which one group of professionals in an organi­
zation views another group as having a definite place and 
function and the other groups concerned are not able to make 
their claims or definitions prevail (Bucher & Stellings,
1977, p. 125). Blankenship (1977) indicated that profession­
als are not resistive to socially organized activities though 
they do resist rules, regulations and commands. According to 
Blankenship, participation in planning, decision making and 
development is the key. Bargaining and reciprocity are very 
important (p. 39). "To be accepted as a colleague means to 
be controlled; the power to check and balance is held by the 
collegial peer groups" (p. 39).
Bucher and Stellings indicated that most theories of
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professionals identify the professional in contrast with the 
lay public or client, rather than how the professional inter­
acts with other professionals. Their observations indicate 
that internal differences (segmentalization) arise from dif­
ferences in professional interest and identity. These 
segments usually begin as a small group which forms an alli­
ance based on mutual interests or the prospect of achieving a 
specific purpose. "This internal differentiation is an 
ongoing process, and there is considerable fluidity in the 
segments in that new ones arise and existing ones shift and 
even disappear, as professionals move into or out of the 
organization, as research interests shift, or as the particu­
lar purpose on which a segment was based is accomplished or 
abandoned" (p. 128).
The potential for conflicts is the greatest over the 
formulation of policy. It occurs most often when one group 
or number of groups deems something good for another group 
and it is, or is defined to be detrimental to them. Bucher 
and Stellings (p. 133) indicated that the integration of 
these diverse groups, each working in their own directions 
and to achieve their own values, occurs "through a continual 
political process" (p. 133). This process involves a "party 
phenomenon" in which colleagues search for allies to support 
their common cause and establish alliances possessing great 
fluidity.
The Bucher and Stellings (p. 134) model placed competi­
tion and conflict at the core of functioning by professionals
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in organizations. Typically, the tactics preferred by pro­
fessional organizations are face-to-face negotiations among 
key political figures, some caucusing and subsequent compro­
mise. Indeed, Blankenship (1977) described "An organization 
of professionals . . . as a negotiated order" (p. 396). A
negotiated order was defined as an ongoing process of negoti­
ating and bargaining. Bucher (1977) concurred with Bucher 
and Stellings in his observation of a medical school organi­
zation which indicated that the diversity of professionals 
caused the inevitability of conflict. "Further, as decision­
making proceeds in this organization, it has seemed most 
appropriate to analyze it as a political organization"
(p. 389). It should be understood that political organiza­
tions have the primary goal of control of government and in 
developing strategies for that purpose. It follows, then, 
that professional organizations endeavor to achieve control 
of the environment in which they function and that "party 
phenomenon", referred to earlier, is analagous to the func­
tioning of political parties in politics.
Bucher and Stellings (p. 134) identified the goal of 
political activity as that of influencing policy through the 
use of power. There is great complexity and fluidity in the 
groups and individuals who influence goals and practices in 
professional organizations. Power may not be located in 
specific portions as would be the case in hierarchical organ­
izations. Shifts in power and influence occur in response to
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different issues and as different persons and groups partici­
pate in the organization.
Bucher discussed power as a more meaningful concept than 
authority in academic organizations (p. 390). Bucher and 
Stellings considered the idea of hierarchical structure in 
which the authority is vested in the position or office and 
each level or position has authority over the lower position 
to be irrelevant (p. 134). In the medical organization 
studied, Bucher indicated that persons of power manifested 
their power through the process of persuasion and negotia­
tion. Power is diffuse. "The balance shifts, not with 
incumbents of offices, but as power blocks among faculty are 
activated and dispersed" (p. 390).
Bucher and Stellings (p. 135) suggested that while repu­
tation among colleagues is an extremely important component 
of power, more research is necessary to determine how it 
operates.
It becomes clear that professional organizations have 
composite characteristics not frequently described by organi­
zational theorists. The statewide Academic Senate, in 
addition to being a voluntary professional organization, has 
publically avowed its commitment to collegiality (ASCCC, Note 
3).
Collegiality in Organizations
Weber (1947) commented rather extensively on collegial­
ity as a practice in the separation of power which is
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traceable into antiquity, as well as being in practice at the 
time of his writings. From the historical point of view, 
there are two forms of collegiality which are of signifi­
cance. One involved a plurality of incumbents holding the 
same office or a number of persons with spheres of authority 
which were in direct conflict with each other— each with 
mutual veto power. In this instance, the primary purpose was 
to minimize authority (Roman magistrates, for example). The 
second significant form was concerned with the collegial 
decision in which an administrative act is legitimized only 
when it is the result of the cooperation of a plurality of 
people and arrived at in accordance with the principle of 
unanimity or of majority (p. 399).
"Bureaucratic authority in the modern world has . . . 
everywhere led to a weakening of the role of collegiality in 
effective control. Collegiality unavoidably obstructs the 
promptness of decision, the consistency of policy, the clean 
responsibility of the individual, and ruthlessness to out­
siders in combination with the maintenance of discipline 
within the group" (Weber, 1947, p. 402).
According to Weber, collegiality as practiced under the 
direction of higher authorities has had as its primary pur­
pose that of promoting objectivity and integrity and, thus, 
to limit the power of individuals. In purely advisory 
bodies, collegiality has always existed and very likely will 
always exist (p. 402). "Furthermore, it divides personal 
responsibility, indeed in the larger bodies this disappears
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almost entirely, whereas in monocratic organizations it is 
perfectly clear without question where responsibility lies"
(p. 399).
The concern of collegiality, then, is the question of 
specific social relationships of groups which function to 
limit authority. It favors thoroughness in the weighing of 
administrative decisions and provides for collegial discus­
sions of differing points of view which make compromise 
possible (p. 401).
In a study of a community health center extending over a 
four-year period, Blankenship (1977, p. 396) identified sev­
eral specific characteristics of the collegial organization. 
Principally, members had access to each other without inter­
vening layers; matters of policy or program could be raised 
by a wide range of members; the avoidance of hierarchy was 
essential to the organizational schema.
Conceptually, the collegial organization is an enacted 
organization (Weick, 1969). "The enacted organizational 
situation is the interactions of members, with each other and 
with members of the social environment, the material products 
of these interactions, the meanings, careers, systems, and 
selves thus constructed, and the projections of interactions 
to come" (Blankenship, 1977, p. 398). Katz and Kahn (1966, 
pp. 453-454) stressed that human organizations have no 
physical linkages or tangible structures, only the indirect 
suggestion of structure indicated by the interactions of 
members. Also, the authors indicated that organizations were
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totally dependent on persons as members to enact organiza­
tional performances (p. 453-454).
Blankenship (p. 398) described the model of an enacted 
organization as based on two assumptions. (1) Changes in the 
symbolic order or in the systems of joint activity can 
directly influence a member; and, (2) the member cannot exert 
reciprocal change except by negotiating an agreement with 
others. The model stressed social interaction— what cannot 
normally be accomplished alone can be achieved with others.
"In this discussion agreement does not imply consensus 
of opinion about desired outcome, but indicates a state of 
concensus concerning the salience, urgency or importance of 
staging interaction in which some perceived problem is cen­
trally involved” {p. 322).
Commenting on power struggles in collegial organiza­
tions, Blankenship observed that high agreement and/or high 
conflict levels must be present for the struggle to occur.
The elements must come together and be focused on issues and 
means, or rules, or goals. "Generally we can posit that high 
agreement is associated with latency and passivity" (p. 323). 
It follows that high conflict is associated with high proba­
bility of change while low conflict usually signals affirma­
tion of the status quo.
In Blankenship's observations goals and rules, because 
they are abstractions, rarely caused action. Instead, they 
were used to explain action. Issues and disputes over speci­
fic courses of action were the most common basis of conflict
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
63
in everyday organizational activity. If the question was 
resolved at the issue level, organizational change was un­
likely. When the question escalated to a higher level, the 
potential for change was greater. When escalation occurred, 
the opposition was forced to respond and there is a high risk 
of power loss and, therefore, this strategy is used infre­
quently. Escalation results in fragmentation of the 
coalition which is usually loosely organized and formed on a 
tentative basis with interests centered on a specific issue. 
Most collegial confrontations are issue-focused and remain 
issue-focused (p. 324).
"The comparison of industrial and collegial settings can 
be characterized as a difference between collective behavior 
(Blankenship, 1976) - spontaneous, episodic, and issue-forced 
- and collective bargaining - institutionalized, formal, and 
rule focused" (p. 324). Controversy is present in both set­
tings but the controversy is less likely to result in change 
in collegial settings because of the absence of permanent 
organization among members. Blankenship believed this to be 
the basic difference between professional power and admin­
istrative power. His belief is consistent with that of Evan 
(1957, cited Chapter II, p. 53).
Administrators in collegial settings are often selected 
from the teaching ranks though it is not uncommon for 
non-professional managers to be hired to perform purely 
administrative tasks. The preference for selecting admini­
strators from the ranks is often expressed as a key to
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understanding— to understand how and why a professional acts, 
the administrator must have been one. Whether or not the 
administrator is a professional, there are many lateral net­
works of peers, interest groups, coalitions, and cliques 
which cause lines of control and authority to be somewhat 
transparent (p. 330).
Leon Baradat (1980, Note 4) captured the essence of the 
model as it applied to the statewide Academic Senate, in an 
address to the delegates when he described colleges histor­
ically as collective enterprises where scholars came together 
to study and teach in a cooperative effort to do education. 
Early colleges were governed by the faculty with basic deci­
sions being made by the groups (an early form of democracy). 
In fact, college is derived from the Latin "collegium" which 
means partnership. "Collegiality, however, no longer means 
simply faculty governance. Surely no reasonable person could 
deny that the administration rightfully plays a crucial role 
in the development of educational policy-making. Today, col­
legiality must mean shared governance" (p. 3).
In detailing aspects of what will be important in the 
future shift from industrial production to providing ser­
vices, Naisbitt (Megatrends, 1982) commented, "In education 
we are moving from the short-term considerations of complet­
ing our training at the end of high school or college to a 
lifelong education and retraining. The whole idea of what 
education is will be re-conceptualized during the next 
decade" (p. 93). Further, this process is constant and is
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affected by what goes on outside the institution but occurs 
inside the institution. "It is . . . colleagues questioning 
every aspect of the institution's purpose - and questioning 
the purpose itself. The purpose must be right, and it must 
be a shared vision, a strategic vision" (p. 94). Naisbitt 
defined strategic vision as a clear image of what is desired 
which causes every step to lead toward that goal. To move in 
that direction, the people in the organization must share the 
sense of direction.
According to Naisbitt, more and more decisions will be 
made from the bottom up in a participatory fashion. The key 
behind participatory democracy is whether people whose lives 
are affected by the decision are part of the process of 
arriving at the decision. This re-conceptualization of roles 
may provide the long-range perspective that leads to a return 
to the ideal of a generalist education. "As a generalist, 
committed to lifelong education, you can change with the 
times" (p. 96).
The foregoing discussion provided a conceptual framework 
of the statewide Academic Senate as a complex organization 
that was described as a professional, voluntary organization 
founded in collegiality. Blankenship (1977) proposed that 
previous theoretical models of complex organizations have not 
recognized the function of the individual organization mem­
ber. He offered a theoretical perspective which placed 
organizational careers in the central relationship to the 
symbolic structure of a collegial organization, as well as to
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the internal activity of and the external activities of the 
organization. "The only reality adhering to the organization 
per se, or to its symbolic goals or its programs of action, 
is the social reality which is created when members symbolize 
these and treat them collectively as an organizational situa­
tion" (p. 206).
Blankenship defined symbolic goals as having three 
levels: 1) the general, abstract goals of the organization;
2) the program objectives of the formal subdivisions and 
functional groupings of the organizations; and 3) the person­
al goals, the activities undertaken to attain them, and the 
perceptions of them held by members and interested non­
members, represent the symbolic order (p. 208). Blankenship 
continued by indicating that organizational goals are largely 
defined by the type and limited number of programs which are 
actually selected from the infinite number of possibilities. 
However, "efforts to enact personal careers are the primary 
acts which define, modify and limit each of the other ele­
ments of the organizational situation" (p. 209).
Professionals belong to their profession and to their 
organizations (college; membership groups) simultaneously. 
Some consider their organization membership to have greater 
value than their membership in the profession and sustain 
themselves on local rewards. Others seek recognition and 
identity from the profession. "Their need for the organiza­
tions is perceived strictly in terms of its support for their 
professional activity, and they look to the professional
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college beyond their place of employment to provide the 
recognition and identity by which they are sustained" 
(Blankenship, 1977, p. 330).
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CHAPTER III 
ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
The objectives for this study of the Academic Senate for 
California Community Colleges, which are based largely on the 
stated purposes of the organization, include: (1) a deter­
mination of the effectiveness of the methods by which the 
statewide Academic Senate provides for community college 
faculty to participate in academic and professional gover­
nance; and (2) a determination of the effectiveness of the 
statewide Academic Senate as understood by the membership and 
others with whom it interacts in meeting the purpose and 
goals which the organizations and relevant others have estab­
lished for it.
Having provided the reader with extensive information 
about the statewide Academic Senate, its history and evolu­
tion, organizational structure, and place in the arena of 
higher education in California, as well as an overview of 
organizations and relevant research, attention is now focused 
on the specific construct in organizational research which is 
germane to the study's objectives— organizational effective­
ness.
Throughout the literature on effectiveness, researchers 
wrestle with identifying the importance of organizational 
goals in the discussion of effectiveness and, ultimately, in 
the theory and research about organizational effectiveness.
68
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Effectiveness researchers and theoreticians tend to fall into 
several camps: goal oriented, natural systems, open systems,
closed systems, political, for example. Steers (1977) 
believed that goals were central to any discussion about 
organizational effectiveness and that most definitions of 
organizational effectiveness rested on how successful an 
organization was in attaining stated objectives. In his 
view, effectiveness is best achieved by finding ways for mem­
bers to integrate personal motives and goals with organiza­
tional objectives (p. 17).
More specifically, Steers identified the functions of 
organizational goals for the whole organization and for indi­
viduals. For the organization, goals provide: direction in
resource use and acquisition; a rationale for the organiza­
tion's existence; the communication patterns; power struc­
ture; division of labor; a means of assessing its effective­
ness and efficiency in meeting purposes; legitimation and 
justification for its existence to various groups; and assis­
tance in the acquisition of needed human resources. For the 
individual, organizational goals provide: direction and
focus for one's job activities; a rationale for working— a 
sense of meaning; a vehicle for personal goal attainment; a 
sense of psychological security; and a sense of identifica­
tion and/or status (pp. 19-21).
Additionally, Steers specified three goal typologies. 
Official goals are formal statements concerned with the 
nature of the organization's mission. Operative goals are
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the real intentions of the organization and reflect what the 
organization is actually trying to do, irrespective of what 
it claims to be doing. Operative goals may not be widely 
known or understood. Operational goals are those for which 
there are agreed upon criteria for evaluating whether the 
organization is able to attain the goal. For the most part, 
operative and operational goals are used in the judgment of 
effectiveness (p. 24).
Effectiveness Defined
There are a variety of recognized definitions of organi­
zational effectiveness. In 1957, Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum 
established the definition which provides the foundation for 
this study. "We define organizational effectiveness as the 
extent to which an organization as a social system, given 
certain resources and means, fulfills its objectives without 
incapacitating its means and resources and without placing 
undo strain upon its members" (p. 535). Tannenbaum, working 
individually, later altered his earlier definition, "it is 
the extent to which an organization fulfills its objectives 
and preserves its means and resources" (1968, p. 56).
Goodman and Pennings (1977) discussed organizational 
effectiveness as a central theme in organizational theory. 
However, they indicated there is no agreed upon definition of 
organizational effectiveness. Using a systems approach, 
Goodman and Pennings defined effectiveness as the "ability to 
acquire scarce resources that make it possible for an
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organization to survive and preserve its integrity" (p. 147). 
Osing the goal centered approach, the authors defined effec­
tiveness as the "degree to which the organization achieves 
ideal end states" (p. 147). According to the authors, a main 
problem with the current literature is that not much is known 
about the construct validity of organizational effectiveness. 
The domain has not been specified and the effect of studies 
using differing time periods (extended as opposed to short 
term) on knowledge about effectiveness has not been identi­
fied (p. 3).
Goodman and Pennings continued the discussion by indi­
cating that there were two major issues in the study of 
organizational effectiveness. One, the role of the constitu­
encies in judging effectiveness (employees, suppliers, other 
organizations or groups) has not been determined, yet 
constituencies frequently establish the standards by which 
effectiveness is judged in studies of effectiveness. Two, 
there has been no theoretical delineation of organizational 
effectiveness determinants nor have the internal and external 
determinants of organizational effectiveness been clearly 
distinguished.
Evan (1976, p. 19) believed that in order to appraise 
the effectiveness of an organization, its performance must be 
measured using the systemic processes, inputs, transforma­
tions, outputs and feedback effects and all of their inter­
relationships. Organizational inputs consist of capital, 
people, information, and ability to mobilize resources which
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may be dependent on size, diversity and structure, etc. 
Transformation processes are the applications of social and 
physical technology to various organizational inputs. Effec­
tiveness with transformational processes is, in part, a 
function of the authority structure, division of labor and 
system of rewards. Outputs are the products, services, deci­
sions channeled to other organizations, to consumers and 
clients, etc. Feedback effects are the organization's 
response to decreasing the deviations from a predetermined 
goal. This approach was based on systems theory of organiza­
tion and suggested a new way of conceptualizing, as well as 
operationalizing, organizational effectiveness. "As a multi­
dimensional concept, organizational effectiveness may be 
defined as the capacity of an organization to cope with all 
four systemic processes relative to its goal-seeking behavior 
- however explicit or implicit this may be" (p. 21).
Stewart (1976), demonstrating fundamental agreement with 
Evan in the development of his model, indicated that effec­
tiveness was related to organizational objectives which stem 
from the functional requirements of the organization and, 
therefore, any definition was multidimensional (p. 109).
Pfeffer (1976) identified the study of organizational 
effectiveness as involving an examination of three processes: 
the process by which various groups and interests within and 
outside of the organization develop and articulate prefer­
ences; the process by which the organization comes to per­
ceive the various demands confronting it; and the process by
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which actions and decisions are finally taken in this envi­
ronment of frequently conflicting interests and demands.
"From this perspective, effective organizations are those 
that accurately perceive patterns of resource inter­
dependence, correctly perceive demands and then respond to 
those demands made by those groups that control the most 
critical interdependencies" (pp. 144-145).
Katz and Kahn (1966) defined organizational effective­
ness as a handy catch-all identifier of the "totality of 
organizational goodness - sum of the elements of productiv­
ity, cost performance, turnover, quality of output, and the 
like" (p. 150).
Pfeffer (1977) stated that the goals of an organization 
legitimate it and the organization's activities are directed 
toward its survival. Therefore, survival may be one way to 
define effectiveness (p. 139).
As Goodman and Pennings (1977) so aptly indicated, the 
number of definitions of organizational effectiveness varies 
with the number of authors conceptualizing it. These differ­
ences are based largely upon the differing views of organiza­
tions discussed previously. Recall that Steers (1977, p. 2) 
believed most definitions of organizational effectiveness 
rested on how well the organization achieves its goals.
Though a series of divergent definitions have been cited, 
each definition has elements which are attributable to organ­
izational or individual goals.
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Foundations for Effectiveness Studies
Campbell, Bownas, Peterson, and Dunnette (1974), in 
their extensive review of the organizational effectiveness 
literature which encompassed primary sources covering a 20- 
year period in the fields of sociology, psychology, political 
science, management, adminstration and management science, 
organization theory as well as public-oriented literature, 
described some trends and parameters that seemed to charac­
terize the organizational effectiveness literature. (1) 
Initially, they observed that most of the literature was 
theoretical in nature and not experimental. "In a sense this 
is a recognition of the difficulty in doing systematic re­
search in a domain where an entire organization is counted as 
just one degree of freedom" (p. 2). The notion exists that 
the study of organizational effectiveness implies that an 
organization, rather than the individual, should be consid­
ered one degree of freedom and severely limits the availabil­
ity of subjects. As a result, most of the empirical work, 
usually case study investigations using many degrees of free­
dom, become classics in their own time. (2) Before the mid- 
1950's, most organizational effectiveness research was 
carried on by sociologists performing case studies, such as 
Selznick's (1966) classic study of the TVA. (3) March and 
Simon (1958) analyzed organizations in terms of decision­
making and choice behavior and began the era of psychology 
and management science. (4) Prior to the mid-1950's, organi­
zational effectiveness concerns were most often part of
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organization theory literature. The 1957 Georgopoulos and 
Tannenbaum study set organizational effectiveness as a separ­
ate and distinct topic. The greatest growth of effectiveness 
research occurred in the 1960's and declined in the early 
1970's. Empirical research has shifted from exploratory 
studies to studies guided by theory. Research in organiza­
tional effectiveness appeared to be concentrating on inter­
related studies based on a conceptual framework. (5) In 
behaviorial science, a parallel development was occurring 
based on organization development (OD). Generally, OD is 
practitioner-oriented and directly concerned with making 
changes in organizational effectiveness using a wide variety 
of methods (pp. 2-4).
An underlying assumption of Campbell (1977) is that 
there is no definitive definition of organizational effec­
tiveness and, further, that the usefulness of a particular 
theory is a function of both the value system of the user- 
researcher and the reality of organizational life (p. 15).
"In sum, the value judgement concerning what goals the organ­
ization should adopt and the process by which that judgement 
is made (for example, by default) can lead to widely differ­
ing methods of assessing organizational effectiveness" (p.
16).
Campbell (197.7) and Campbell et al. ( 1974) identified 
two general models of the effectiveness construct: goal cen­
tered and natural systems. The goal-centered view is based 
on the assumption that the organization is led by a group of
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rational decision-makers who have goals that are defined and 
manageable and for which it is possible to plan strategies 
leading to goal attainment. The methodology used is largely 
based on developing criterion measures to assess how well the 
goals are being achieved. MBO (Management By Objectives) and 
cost-benefit analysis are variations of the goal-centered 
view. Overall effectiveness is not one thing but consists of 
a finite number of basically independent criteria. This 
model attempts, initially, to describe the major tasks of the 
organization and test these measures using a large number of 
similar organizations to establish whether the measures 
assess something over which the organization has more control 
(Campbell, p.23; Campbell et al., pp. 5-6). According to 
Campbell (1977), effectiveness in the MBO centered view is 
"an aggregation of specific, concrete and quantifiable 
accomplishments and failures and recognizes a definition for 
effectiveness which is unique to each organization (p. 26).
The natural systems model, in the view of Campbell 
(1977) and Campbell et al. (1974), assumes that the demands 
placed on an organization are so dynamic and complex that a 
finite number of organizational goals may not be defined in 
any meaningful way (p. 20) (p. 6). As a result, the organi­
zation adopts the goal of maintaining itself over time 
without depleting its resources. The focus here is on people 
and not on technology and structure.
The natural systems view incorporates the organizational 
development model in which the variables are concerned with
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people and the Likert-ISR model (Campbell, 1977, p. 33). The 
organizational development model assumes that when the total 
organization plans and manages its work to match the organi­
zational goals, when decisions are made close to the sources 
of information, when communication occurs effectively later­
ally and vertically, when conflicts are considered solveable, 
the organization could be considered effective (p. 33).
The Likert-ISR (Institute for Social Research) model 
assesses an organization through the use of a questionnaire 
which measures the perceptions of organizational members 
regarding the organizational leadership; the communication 
process; the interaction process; process for decision­
making; how goals are established; level of performance goals 
(p. 33).
"The goal-oriented analyst would immediately seek out 
the principal power centers or decision makers in the organi­
zation and ask them to state their objectives" (Campbell, 
1977, p. 20). The natural systems-oriented analyst would 
inquire about conflict among work groups, the nature of com­
munications, about racial tension and satisfaction. The 
concern is with the overall viability and strength of the 
system (p. 21). Campbell et al. (1974) indicated that if 
both the goal-oriented analyst and the natural systems 
analyst were to take the next logical step, their efforts 
would tend to at least parallel each other and might con­
verge. For example, a goal-oriented researcher's attempt to 
analyze scores on a criterion-based assessment would lead
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back to systems. The natural systems researcher who attempts 
to analyze how certain organizational characteristics affect 
task performance would have to determine which tasks are the 
important ones on which to assess performance (Campbell et 
al., p. 8).
Steers (1977) identified goals and goal attainment as 
the recurring theme in the evaluation of organizational 
effectiveness. He indicated that individuals join organiza­
tions to better accomplish their own goals which may include 
income, status, work and organizations have goals which bring 
individuals together to collectively pursue goals such as 
profit, growth and productivity. On a general level, Steers 
indicated that effectiveness can best be understood in terms 
of the extent to which an organization is successful in 
acquiring and utilizing resources in the pursuit of its oper­
ative and operational goals (p. 174).
In a review of seventeen studies concerned with organi­
zational effectiveness, adaptability-flexibility, produc­
tivity, job satisfaction, profitability and resources 
acquisition were the criteria most often used in an attempt 
to tangibly measure effectiveness. However, only adapta­
bility-flexibility was mentioned in more than half of the 
studies (Steers, 1977, p. 175). Katz and Kahn (1966) identi­
fied efficiency as one of the major components of effec­
tiveness. Efficiency is the ratio of energetic output to 
energetic input and identifies how much of the input of an
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organization emerges as its product. It is primarily a cri­
terion of the internal organizational life (p. 150).
Political Model. A political model for use in the anal­
ysis of organizational functioning has emerged as the result 
of a school of researchers who began to question how deci­
sions were made and where the power in a given organization 
rested. The reader will recall that Blankenship (1977, p.
39) identified elements of political activity in collegial 
organizations (coalition, bargaining and negotiation, struc­
ture, interest groups). However, in his analysis, emphasis 
was not focused on the political/power structure.
Pfeffer (1981) indicated that power was derived from the 
division of labor that results from task specialization 
occurring in each organization. "Power is first and foremost 
a structural phenomenon, and should be understood as such"
(p. x). Salanick and Pfeffer (1974) described power in 
social systems as being potentially horizontal or vertical; 
maybe interpersonal; and may involve relationships between 
organizational units (p. 453). Tannenbaum and Cooke (1979), 
in their generalized description, indicated that hierarchical 
control in one form or another is a universally identified 
feature of organization (p. 183). Blankenship (1977), in his 
description of control in collegial organizations, character­
ized industrial and collegial settings as the difference 
between collective behavior which is spontaneous, episodic, 
and issue-forced when compared with collective bargaining
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which is institutionalized, formal, and rule focused (p.
324). According to Blankenship, both situations will pro­
duce controversy over specific issues. These controversies 
are less likely to cause change in a collegial setting, due 
to the loosely coupled interest groups and coalitions that 
form which are centered around specific issues and because 
the members lack permanent organization.
The political model described by Pfeffer (1981) assumed 
that control devices normally present in bureaucracies, such 
as rewards based on job performance, seniority, rules ensur­
ing fair, standardized treatment for all are not totally 
effective in producing coherency and unification of goal 
sets. In the political model, conflict is considered normal. 
Organizational action results from bargaining and compromise, 
and the decisions rarely reflect the preferences of any group 
or subunit within the organization. "Political models of 
choice further presume that when preferences conflict, the 
power of the various social actors determines the outcome of 
the decision process" (Pfeffer, 1981, p. 28). The analyst of 
organization decision-making who uses the political model 
must understand: (1) who participates in decision-making;
(2) what determines each player's stand on the issues; (3) 
what determines each actor's relative power; and (4) how the 
decision is arrived at (majority rule, unanimity, two-thirds 
vote, etc.) (p. 28).
"An understanding of organizational politics requires an 
analysis of power, coalitions and bargaining. The power
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relationship is the context for political action and encom­
passes the most basic issues underlying organizational 
politics" (Bachrach & Lawler, 1980, p. x). Power, coalitions 
and bargaining are the basis for the theoretical themes 
offered by the authors. In advocating these themes, Bachrach 
and Lawler (1980) identified organizations as politically 
negotiated orders in which the organizational actors can be 
observed bargaining, forming and reforming coalitions and 
using influence tactics on a daily basis (p. 1). "Few organ­
izational actors are the totally passive apolitical entities 
that are presented by industrial psychologists and organiza­
tional sociologists. Survival in an organization is a 
political act. Corporations, universities, and voluntary 
associations are arenas for daily political action" (p. 1).
Commenting on sociological studies undertaken over the 
past fifteen years, Bachrach and Lawler observed that they 
were based on a narrow interpretation of Weber's (1947) 
approach to organization. Researchers failed to recognize 
that Weber was primarily concerned with group and individual 
action and that Weber viewed organizational structure as 
emerging from the conscious political decisions of interest 
groups (p. 3).
Bachrach and Lawler identified three groups as critical 
to the development of their theory of political analysis. 
Work groups differ from each other in their work activity 
and/or in ways prescribed by organizational hierarchy. 
Interest groups are groups of organizational actors who have
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common goals beyond workplace interdependence. Coalitions 
are groupings of interest groups which are committed to 
achieving a common goal. They are not part of the organiza­
tion structure, but emerge as products of the informal 
processes which are central to organizational politics. 
Coalition activity is based on joint action of two or more 
interest groups taking action against other interest groups 
(p. 8). Political analysis must be concerned with the nature 
of power across all groupings in the organization. The 
authors were primarily interested in understanding under what 
conditions interest groups and coalitions formed and the 
political relationships coalitions have to each other (p. 9). 
Why and how people mobilize power is critical to the under­
standing of organizations as political systems.
In a study centering on twenty-nine departments or sub­
units at the University of Illinois— Champaign-Urbana, 
Salanick and Pfeffer (1974) hypothesized that power is used 
to influence the decision about how resources are allocated 
which are critical to the sub-unit using the power and which 
are scarce within the whole organization. Their hypothesis 
included a projection that sub-units are able to acquire 
power in the organization to the extent they contribute to 
critical resources, including knowledge, to the organization 
(P. 453).
Using essentially the same criteria for analysis listed 
by Pfeffer (1981, p. 28), Salanick and Pfeffer (1974) con­
cluded that "sub-unit power accrues to those departments that
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are most instrumental in bringing in or providing resources 
which are highly valued by the total organization. In turn, 
this power enables these sub-units to obtain more of those 
scarce and critical resources allocated within the organiza­
tion" (p. 470). The use of power, then, is allocated to the 
pursuance of those resources which are critical to the sur­
vival or effectiveness of the sub-unit. When the resource is 
also scarce, more extensive use of power by the sub-unit will 
occur. Salanick and Pfeffer (1974), Blankenship (1977), and 
Pfeffer (1981) all appear to be in agreement as to the impor­
tance of understanding the power of the subgroup in political 
analysis of organizations.
The mobilization of power by an organization tends to be 
lessened as the degree of external influence (law, economics, 
etc.) affecting a decision increases. Salanick and Pfeffer 
(1974) indicated that the understanding and analysis of power 
systems complicates the understanding of the organization's 
ability to respond and cope with changing environments. They 
indicated, however, that organizations which are more insul­
ated, due to to their source of funding or to a monopolistic 
position, would more likely be composed of sub-units whose 
power was based on less important or externally based cri­
teria (p. 471).
Salanick and Pfeffer's position with regard to the dif­
ficulty of analyzing the organization on the basis of the 
political model when the questions of environmental influ­
ences are considered was in basic agreement with research
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undertaken by Thompson and McEwen (1958). Their model por­
trays goal formulation as a process in which managers seek to 
establish and maintain a favorable balance of power with the 
organization's external environment. Their view was that the 
more power an organization has, the more autonomy it has in 
making decisions concerning the future. They conceptualized 
a continuum of organizational power in environmental rela­
tionships in which an organization has total control over the 
environment, to the environment having total control over the 
organization. For example, a large multinational corporation 
has little competition and great control over its environ­
ment, whi-le the environment has nearly total control over a 
grass roots consumer group.
Thompson and McEwen (1958) indicated that the amount of 
power an organization has dictates its bargaining strategy 
because organizations must bargain with their environments to 
obtain resources for input and markets for their outputs.
The organization with great power over the environment actu­
ally competes with the environment and is generally free to 
determine its own goals and pursue them without much concern 
from the environment. As the environmental forces gain a 
larger share of the power, the organization must shift to a 
cooperative posture with the environment. Cooperative 
efforts, based on power distribution, include: bargaining,
in which an organization attempts to establish an exchange 
relationship with the environment; co-optation, in which new 
and sometimes hostile elements are absorbed into leadership
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roles in an attempt to avert threats to stability or exist­
ence; coalition, in which two or more organizations join for 
a common purpose (pp. 25-26). "The location of an organiza­
tion in relation to agencies in its environment with which it 
must relate is a clear source of economic advantage and dis­
advantage. This is true in the absolute reckoning of total 
costs of production and distribution; it is even more signif­
icant in terms of relative costs or the state of the organi­
zation in relation to its competitors" (Katz & Kahn 1966, p. 
162). Katz and Kahn believed that the organization's trans­
actions are conducted in the environment and are political in 
that they involve making choices based other than on econ­
omics and efficiency. "The pursuit of organizational goals 
using political means is prevalent in dynamic organizations. 
Ose of political influence to achieve organizational goals 
takes many forms, such as persuasion of influential people, 
lobbying, donations, subsidies, legislation, taxes, tariffs" 
(p. 163). "We have defined organizational effectiveness as 
the extent to which all forms of energetic return to the 
organization are maximized" (p. 165). Maximization of return 
by organizational and technical means is synonomous with 
efficiency. Maximization of return by political means 
increases effectiveness without affecting efficiency (p.
170).
Thompson and McEwen (1958) summarized, " . . . organi­
zational independence and power become currency, or medium of 
exchange, with which an organization purchases needed support
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from its external environment" (p. 28). The major difference 
between the view of the political models and Thompson and 
McEwen's model is that the political model is largely 
concerned with sub-units of an organization and how the 
individuals composing the sub-units use their power and con­
sidered the environment. Thompson and McEwen were concerned 
with the power base of the total organization and the strate­
gies it used to accomplish the desired ends. Blankenship 
(1977) addressed many of the same concerns but placed them in 
the framework and context of the collegial professional 
organization.
Rational Choice and Bureaucratic Models. In Pfeffer's 
(1981) view, there are, in addition to the political model, 
two other models which address organizational decision­
making: rational choice and bureaucratic. The rational
choice model assumes that the various consequences that may 
result from the selection of a course of action based on the 
identified alternatives can be identified. A rational choice 
of action is selected which would achieve the highest values 
and lead to the achievement of objectives or goals. In this 
way, decisions are related directly to objectives (pp.
18-2 2 ).
Chaffee (1980) (cited in Pfeffer, 1981) developed 
criteria for defining the requirements of rational choice 
processes based on the collection and use of information:
(1) information is received before the decision is made;
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(2) information is proven centered and goal directed; (3) the 
information documents the existence of the problem and the 
need to solve it in order to reach a goal; (4) the informa­
tion provides for consideration of more than one alternative 
for reaching the goal or solving the problem; (5) information 
has logical, internal consistency in terms of possible cause 
and effect relationships; (6) the information is oriented 
toward the maximization of values of the various alternatives 
considered in reaching the goal; (7) the information identi­
fies the value premise on which choice(s) is based. Pfeffer 
(1981) added the condition to Chaffee's criteria that the 
choice would be made by the organization to accept the alter­
native which, based on the information provided, would result 
in the likelihood of achieving the identified goals or prob­
lem resolution (p. 21).
Pfeffer's description of the bureaucratic model suggest­
ed that choices were made based on rules and processes which 
have been effective and adaptive in the past. "The model of 
organizations as bureaucratically rational presumes less con­
scious foresight and less clearly defined preferences and 
information. Both rely on habitual ways of doing things and 
the results of past actions, and constrains how the organiza­
tion proceeds to operate in the future. Decisions are not 
made as much as they evolve from policies, procedures, and 
rules which constitute the organization and its memory" 
(Pfeffer, 1981, p. 23).
The distinguishing differences in the way bureaucratic
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and rational choice models arrive at decision preferences are 
centered on the observations that bureaucratic organizations 
operate with less extensive information and rely more on 
standard procedures and rules (p. 24) . Political models are 
distinguishable from both bureaucratic and rational choice 
because decisions are made which may be inconsistent with 
goal maximization and result from the power of the various 
actors who demonstrate their preferences and intentions to 
determine the decision outcome (p. 28).
The dilemma, if one exists, concerning which model 
offers the most appropriate foundation for analysis, was 
resolved nicely by Allison (1971). He indicated that it was 
not necessary to choose between analytical paradigms. In his 
view, a better understanding of an organization would be 
achieved by using all of the models rather than choosing from 
among them (pp. 258-259).
Effectiveness Research
Effectiveness research differs greatly. For example, 
some researchers believe their criteria apply to all types of 
organizations (business, research and development labora­
tories, educational institutions). Others specify the type 
of organizations to which their criteria are likely to apply. 
Some research models attempt to specify what an organization 
must do to be effective while others describe the character­
istics known to exist in successful organizations (p. 175). 
Steers (1977) offered the following list of recognized
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problems found with effectiveness research as a possible 
explanation for the lack of agreement (1) existing evalua­
tion criteria are often unstable, (2) different criteria may 
be relevant for different time perspectives, (3) multiple 
criteria often conflict with one another, (4) some criteria 
are not applicable to certain types of organizations, and (5) 
some criteria (for example, adaptability) may be difficult to 
measure accurately (p. 176).
Stewart (1976) presented a model of organizational 
effectiveness which was used in a longitudinal study of the 
National Federation of Priests' Council. "This study illus­
trates the need for a benchmark from which to evaluate prog­
ress or effectiveness of a single organization" (p. 109). 
Stewart indicated that no external criterion was available; 
therefore, it was impossible to make a comparative analysis. 
Further, the analysis of an organization's attainments could 
be studied in the absence of external criteria, by studying 
similar organizations or the same organization over time (p. 
109).
Stewart summarized effectiveness research as largely 
based on four conceptual frameworks: (1) goal achievement;
(2) systems resource; (3) organizational means and ends; and 
(4) functional requirements models (p. 110).
Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) offered extensive criticism 
of goal research. They first separated goal research into 
two categories, prescribed and derived goal approaches. 
Prescribed goal research focused on the formal charter of the
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organization or on a category of its personnel as the most 
valid source of information about the organization. Yuchtman 
and Seashore indicated that this approach has not provided a 
rationale for the empirical identification of goals as prop­
erty of the organization. Derived goal research focused on 
the ultimate goal of the organization from the researcher's 
theory. Goals may be arrived at which are independent of the 
awareness or intentions of the members. This approach was 
criticized by Yuchtman and Seashore as a method for evaluat­
ing effectiveness since it takes society at large as the 
frame of reference for evaluating organizational effective­
ness. rather than using the organization as a frame (pp. 
891-892).
Yuchtman and Seashore viewed organizations as open sys­
tems which exploit its environment in the acquisition of 
scarce resources. Goals are eliminated, in their view, as a 
dimension of effectiveness and concentration is on the adap­
tation function. Accordingly, organizations are most effec­
tive when resource procurement is optimized. "By focusing on 
the ability of the organization to exploit its environment in 
the acquisition of resources, we are directed by the basic 
yet often neglected fact that it is only in the arena of 
competition over scarce and valued resources that the per­
formances of both like and unlike organizations can be 
assessed and evaluated comparatively" (Yuchtman & Seashore, 
1967, p. 898).
In his summary of the most relevant research centering
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on organizational environment, Steers (1977) identified three 
major factors which were consistently investigated: (1)
degree of predictability of the environment; (2) accuracy of 
perception of environmental states; (3) notion of rationality 
in organizational actions (p. 95). "It would appear that 
these three factors, when taken together, represent the crit­
ical variables in any discussions concerning the impact of 
organization-environment relations or organizational effec­
tiveness (p. 96).
Steers identified three interrelated dimensions of the 
organization's environment that can be identified on a con­
tinuum. (1) Simple/complex: range from few relatively
homogeneous external factors which affect the organization to 
complex environment of changing technology; dependency on 
others for supplies; and presence of government regulations.
(2) Static/dynamic: predictable, static environments require
different management approaches than do dynamic. Portions of 
an organization's environment may remain static while others 
change radically. (3) Environmental uncertainty: results
from a lack of information concerning the environmental 
factors surrounding a decision; the inability to assess 
accurately probabilities of how environmental factors will 
affect the success or failure of a decision; lack of informa­
tion regarding costs associated with an incorrect decision or 
action (p. 87). Clearly, the more predictable the environ­
ment is the greater the potential for appropriate organiza­
tional response. However, "no matter how predictable the
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environment and no matter how accurate the perceptions con­
cerning environmental states, organizations and managers 
still have to determine a course of action to respond to 
changes in the environment. Hence, the more rational the 
choice processes are in terms of selection among viable 
alternatives, the greater the probability is that the chosen 
response will be appropriate to meet environmental demands"
(p. 98).
In their precedent-setting study of organizational 
effectiveness, Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957) used mul­
tiple criteria, based on organizational ends and means, 
productivity, flexibility, in terms of external and internal 
adaptations, and the absence of tension and conflict within 
sub-groups as dimensions of effectiveness. These seem to 
have applicability to most organizations.
"After borrowing heavily . . . from an article by Basil 
Georgopoulos and Arnold Tannenbaum ('A Study of Organization­
al Effectiveness', American Sociological Review, 22, October, 
1957: 534-540), I concluded that the concept of effectiveness 
is multidimensional, involving besides productivity, the 
organization’s ability to adapt to changing conditions both 
internal and external (adaptability), and its ability to cope 
with temporarily unpredictable emergencies (flexibility)" 
(Mott, 1972, p. ix). Mott identified the dilemma which ex­
ists when open versus closed systems theories of organization 
are compared. Closed system theorists assume that an organi­
zation maintains natural boundaries. They value balance,
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stability, order and quantitative growth. Open system theor­
ists consider the organization to be intimately related to 
its environment and value autonomy, change, action and quali­
tative growth in the self esteem of members (p. 5).
Mott viewed organizations "as collections of centers of 
power in varying degrees of centralization, related to one 
another through interfaces that vary in degree of organiza­
tion and directness of connection" (p. 15). The internal 
organization structure is routinely being created and 
destroyed by the functions of informal negotiations and for­
mal coordinations. As viewed by Mott, organizational effec­
tiveness is the ability of an organization to mobilize its 
centers of power for action, production and adaptation. 
"Effective organizations are those that produce more and 
higher-quality outputs and adapt more effectively to environ­
mental and internal problems than do other, similar organiza­
tions" (p. 17). Mott established the following criteria of 
effectiveness, based on his centers of power concept. Cen­
ters of power are organized for (1) routine production 
(productivity) which includes quantity, quality and efficien­
cy with which the product is produced; for (2) adaptability 
including symbolic (staying abreast of technologies, antici­
pating problems and seeking solutions) and behavioral (prompt 
and prevalent acceptance of solutions) adaptation; and, for
(3) coping with unpredictable work overload (flexibility) (p. 
20).
Stewart (1976), agreeing with Mott, indicated that, in
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his view, effectiveness researchers were increasingly using a 
multidimensional approach. Factors such as communication, 
collaboration, and cohesion have been added to organizational 
output, adaptive functions and operative goals. "What is 
needed is a model that will first, specify the multiple 
dimensions and their specific measures of effectiveness, and 
second, be useful as a conceptual framework for comparative 
purposes" (p. 111).
Pennings and Goodman (1977) offered a framework for 
investigating organizational effectiveness based on viewing 
organizations as open systems. As such, organizations are 
viewed interrelating with their environment and the subsys­
tems which contribute to the whole organization and to each 
other. Sub-units are internal groups with common interests 
which they attempt to promote. Sub-unit definition may occur 
as the result of departmental or hierarchical divisions or by 
clusters of members who share interests and values. This 
description of organizations as a group of sub-units enlarges 
the construct of effectiveness because it focuses attention 
on the internal determinants that account for variations in 
organizational effectiveness rather than concentrating on 
output measures such as sales, patient mortality and student 
opinion (pp. 147-148).
Pennings and Goodman enlarged upon Thompson's (1967) 
explanation of the role of the dominant coalition as an 
explanation of how organizations establish effectiveness 
criteria. The dominant coalition represents direct and
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indirect lateral constituencies (sub-units) and hierarchical 
constituencies (employees, managements, owners), all of whom 
may have competitive expectations (p. 152). The recognition 
of the existence of a dominant coalition is conceptually more 
useful to the researcher than the approach of the investi­
gator who defines criteria rationally or through reasoning 
based on theory alone (p. 152).
Organizations may have external constituencies such as 
suppliers, competitors or regulatory agencies which help to 
define organizational effectiveness. "In this sense one 
would view the organizational environment as a political 
economy composed of constituencies" (p. 154). The external 
actors are often organizations and are usually at the inter- 
organizational level. Goodman and Pennings indicated that 
dependence on organizational actors can be described in terms 
of substitutability— replacement of suppliers or customers 
from the point of view of the focal organization and cen­
trality— the importance and degree of relationship of the 
actors to the focal organization (p. 155). The authors con­
tinued by stating that substitutability may carry great 
weight as a predictor of effectiveness. This they based on 
the assumption that interorganizational associations are 
loosely coupled and will only exist if the relationship is 
mutually acceptable and beneficial. If the external organi­
zation becomes non-substitutable, the effectiveness of the
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focal organization is contingent upon the external relation­
ship (p. 156).
Organizational sets (all organizations with which focal 
organization interrelates) and their influence on the focal 
organization is considered the primary environment. The 
secondary environment— industry, legislature— may have pat­
terns of influence and communication, coordination and 
stratification but the exchange relationship isn't present 
(p. 160).
"Organizations are effective if relevant constraints can 
be satisfied and if organizational results approximate or 
exceed a set of referents for multiple goals" (p. 160). Con­
straints were defined as conditions that must be met if an 
organization is considered effective. Constraints appear as 
policy statements or rules which guide group behavior. Goals 
were identified as the desired states specified by the domi­
nant coalition. Both constraints and goals are used in the 
assessment of effectiveness. Referents are the standards 
against which constraints and goals are measured. Referents 
may be external, standards based on information from other 
organizations, or internal, standards which are unique to the 
organization.
In summary, Pennings and Goodman stated that organiza­
tional effectiveness is multidimensional in nature. The 
multiple goals, constraints and referents of the various 
constituencies become inputs to effectiveness criteria by 
members of the dominant coalition. They are used by the
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organization as represented by the dominant coalition to 
evaluate its effectiveness and efficiency (p. 171). "The 
problem for the dominant coalition is to assess the conse­
quences of adopting or institutionalizing a set of con­
straints, goals, or referents advocated by a constituency"
(p. 169).
The Pennings and Goodman model addressed organizational 
effectiveness as multidimensional, as Stewart (1976, p. 111) 
suggested was necessary, and identified the influence of 
environmental forces. At the same time, the importance of 
goals was specified and recognition of the uniqueness of 
goals to each organization was recognized. However, Seashore 
(1977) challenged the Pennings and Goodman (1977) model. 
"Organizational constraints, preferred outcomes, and associ­
ated standards are, thus, the products of a continuing polit­
ical process in which the dominant coalition balances the 
sometimes conflicting interests of different constituencies 
by serving as bargainer, mediator, conciliator and (rarely, 
one might think) as arbiter expressing self interests" (p. 
187). In Seashore's view, the Pennings and Goodman model 
returned persons to the study of organizational effectiveness 
when recent efforts had attempted to remove individuals as a 
primary consideration.
Steers (1977) developed a process model for evaluating 
organizational effectiveness based on his stated belief that 
human resources and human behavior are the primary focal 
point in the study of organizational effectiveness (p. 2).
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His process model was offered as a means for overcoming the 
apparent problems when there is any attempt to apply the 
effectiveness construct to a wide variety of organizations. 
The model consists of two parts: (1) the interrelated dimen­
sions of goal optimization, systems perspective, emphasis on 
human behavior in organizational settings; and (2) a frame­
work for analysis (p. 4). Goal optimization is the identifi­
cation of the organization's optimized goals, that is, the 
desired goals given the constraints and modified by available 
resources. This view allows for recognition of multiple and 
conflicting goals. "This focus on feasible, optimized goals 
appears to be far more realistic for evaluation purposes than 
is the use of desired or ultimate goals" (p. 5).
The system's perspective emphasizes the interactions of 
the organization and the environment and focuses on the 
internal and external relationships as they influence the 
organization. Steers viewed goal optimization and the sys­
tem's perspective as compatible, since goals were viewed 
within a dynamic framework and subject to change. Steers 
suggested that it was highly desirable to examine all factors 
within an organization and in the external environment as 
they relate to each other and affect and direct behavior (p. 
6).
The behavioral emphasis was explained as the emphasis 
placed on the role of employee behavior on long-term organi­
zational effectiveness. Steers' model recognizes that the 
only way goals would be achieved was through the behavior of
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organizational members (p. 6). The second part of the 
process model consists cf the framework for analysis which 
includes organizational characteristics (structural and tech­
nological), environmental characteristics, employee charac­
teristics and managerial policies and practices (pp. 8-9).
Addressing the topic of organizational control, Tannen­
baum and Cooke (1979) reviewed a series of studies which had 
employed the use of the "control graph" method to determine 
hierarchical distribution of control as a means for identify­
ing the possible implication this distribution might provide 
for developing criteria of organizational effectiveness. The 
control graph was described as a means for conceptualizing 
and measuring the distribution of organizational control.
The graph uses two axes: horizontal, for hierarchical scale;
vertical, for amount of control exercised. The result pro­
vides a curve which describes hierarchical distribution of 
control in an organization (p. 183).
The studies reviewed by Tannenbaum and Cooke used effec­
tiveness criteria such as: morale and loyalty of members;
productivity, efficiency or profitability of the organiza­
tion; adaptability to changing environment. Their findings 
indicated "data do not lend support for the hypothesis that 
'power equalization' per se is associated with effectiveness" 
(p. 194). The studies suggested that the total amount of 
power is not fixed and that control can expand and contract. 
The authors indicated that there are generally two schools of 
thought about organizational behavior. (1) High control must
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be exercised at the top of the organization to achieve 
rationalized efficiency. (2) Organizational effectiveness 
and member satisfaction require the active involvement of 
lower-level personnel in organizational decision-making (p. 
194). These schools may not be mutually exclusive, if as the 
review suggested, power is not fixed. Tannenbaum and Cooke 
indicated "recent studies which take an open-systems perspec­
tive suggest that adaptable organization exhibit both mechan­
istic and organic structures, but that these structures may 
appear at different times or in different locations in the 
organization" (p. 195). It is likely that innovative organi­
zations which adapt to changing environmental conditions may 
be alternating between bureaucratic and participative pat­
terns depending whether innovative or routine decisions are 
being made. Innovation may require decentralization while 
implementation may require centralization (p. 195).
Tannenbaum and Cooke summarized their review by indi­
cating that the data suggest the more effective organization 
to be the more controlled organization and present theories 
based on democratic/autocratic typology do not provide a 
basis for understanding this phenomenon. Also, the data 
indicated that every organization has hierarchical distribu­
tion of control but there is a divergence between organiza­
tions which culture and political systems may explain (p.
196).
The review, to this point, has identifed some of the 
students of organizational effectiveness who have researched
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the construct from various perspectives. The earlier 
researchers tended to be more purist in their models while 
the researchers of the late 1970's developed various models 
which often incorporated aspects of several approaches and 
began to identify the organization's environment (external 
and internal) and question the role of political activity as 
well as the individual in their studies. As Meyer and Asso­
ciates (1978, p. 18) have indicated, there is generalized 
acceptance of the contingency theory that there is no best 
way to organize; there are probably few generalizations that 
can be applied to all organizations; and studies which do not 
incorporate external events will be accepted by very few.
Role of the Organization Member. Lawrence and Lorsch 
(1967) called attention to the fact that previous studies 
using the contingency theory approach had studied the organi­
zational variables and tasks, but paid little attention to 
the personal characteristics of the organization's members 
and how they are related to organizational factors and the 
nature of the work of the organization. Their major concern 
was to investigate whether a fit among the internal environ­
ment, external environment and the individual members was 
related to effective performance, as well as rewarding to the 
individual (p.15).
Cummings (1977) suggested that conceptualizing about a 
specific organization as an instrument or arena within which 
participants engage in behavior instrumental to their goals
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might be advantageous. "From this perspective, an effective 
organization is one in which the greatest percentage of par­
ticipants perceive themselves as free to use the organization 
and its subsystems as instrumental for their own ends" (p. 
60). In Cummings' view, scholars from a variety of disci­
plines and orientations have portrayed organizations as a 
stage on which the participants play their own agenda or as 
performances without a script (p. 61). "These perspectives 
imply that the criterion of effectiveness and its assessment 
is multidimensional, time-bound and dynamic, subject to 
negotiation, and organizationally or even unit specific" (pp. 
61-62). The author suggested the implication obtained was 
that research designs of N = 1 such as extensive longitudinal 
case studies would be especially profitable as effectiveness 
studies (p. 62).
The most direct contribution to organizational success 
results from the behaviors of the employees since they con­
stitute the structure, make use of the technologies, respond 
to environmental pressures and work cooperatively to make the 
organization succeed (Steers, 1977, p. 114). Steers con­
tinued by indicating that effective organizations need 
employees to engage in some form of innovative behavior.
They must be able to respond in a way that allows them to 
capitalize on unique opportunities and respond in acordance 
with what they feel is best for the organization (pp. 114- 
115). Commitment to the organization is an active rela­
tionship in which the employee voluntarily gives of
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himself/herself so that organizational goals may be realized 
(p. 115).
It is apparent that Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Cummings 
(1977), and Steers (1977) are in universal agreement con­
cerning the importance of the member/employee in overall 
effectiveness of the organization.
Organizational Structure. The structure of an organiza­
tion is nothing more than the way in which it organizes its 
human resources toward goal-directed activities. What rela­
tionships are fixed and provide interaction directed to goal- 
centered behavior? How do the organization parts become the 
whole organization? Structure includes consideration of the 
span of control (number of subordinates per supervisor), size 
of the organization, the centralization or decentralization 
of authority and power, degree of formalization, amount of 
specialization and the work unit and size (Steers, 1977, p. 
59).
Steers provided a summary of the primary findings rela­
ted to each structure consideration. "Decentralization 
refers to the extent to which various types of power and 
authority are extended (that is decentralized) down through 
the organizational hierarchy" (p. 60). Decentralization is 
strongly related to participatory decision-making and Steers 
indicated that it may lead to improvements in several facets 
of effectiveness— managerial efficiency, open communications, 
job satisfaction, employee retention. Research concerning
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specialization indicated that increased specialization was 
related to increased friction and conflict, reduced labor 
costs and increased innovation and creativity, increased job 
performance while simultaneously being detrimental to job 
attitudes, mental health and likelihood of remaining with the 
organization (p. 65).
Formalization is the extent to which work activities are 
specified or regulated by rules and procedures. It appeared 
that organizations which exist in unstable environments func­
tioned more effectively and higher degrees of formalization 
may be preferred in environments which are more stable or 
task-oriented (p. 66).
The increase in organization size may lead to increased 
efficiency. However, size may affect employee attitudes 
toward the organization negatively. Increased work unit size 
tended to be associated with lower attendance, reduced reten­
tion rates and more labor disputes (p. 67).
Steers indicated diversity about the role of technology 
in the utilization of scarce resources. Technology involves 
both intellectual and mechanical processes and it is the 
means through which an organization transforms its inputs or 
raw materials into outputs in the pursuance of organizational 
goals. Neither technology nor structure alone show any 
definite relationship to effectiveness (p. 70). Finally, in 
Steers' view, " . . .  effectiveness may be seen as a func­
tion of an organization's ability to successfully integrate
;
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technology, structure and personal characteristics and social 
factors in a congruent, goal-oriented entity" (p. 83).
Assessing Organizational Effectiveness. Just as there 
is no generally agreed upon definition of organizational 
effectiveness, there is no general consensus as to the most 
appropriate methodology or criteria that should be used in 
the assessment of effectiveness.
Scott (1981) suggested that this lack of agreement was 
based on the diversity among researchers in their conceptions 
about organizations. Each conception of an organization 
offers a distinctive set of criteria for evaluating effec­
tiveness. He argued that the rational, natural and open 
systems perspectives accounted for much of the variance in 
measures of effectiveness. The rational system emphasizes 
criteria which focus on the number and quality of outputs, 
productivity, efficiency and goals specific to the organiza­
tion. The natural systems model emphasizes measures of 
participant satisfaction and moral survival of the organiza­
tion, as well as measures of its role as a social unit. The 
open systems perspective identifies organizations as highly 
interdependent with their environment. The ability of these 
organizations to acquire scarce resources and exploit their 
environment are the primary concerns and are measured by cri­
teria centering around flexibility and adaptability (p. 319). 
Scott identified time perspective and level of analysis as 
additional bases of diversity in the study of effectiveness.
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The stage of development of the organization in the life 
cycles of organizations is a critical factor in developing 
assessment criteria. Scott expressed the view that most 
analysts consider the organization as a whole as the appro­
priate level of analysis for assessing effectiveness (p.
320).
"Variations in theoretical perspectives on organiza­
tions, in time horizons and developmental stages, and in 
level of analysis ■—  these factors help to account for the 
diversity of criteria proposed in analyzing effectiveness.
Yet another source of diversity is to be found in the varying 
sets of participants and the constituents associated with 
organizations" (p. 321). Scott offered the following gener­
alizations concerning the criteria that participant groups 
and constituencies attempt to set. (1) Criteria proposed 
will evaluate the organization's performance in terms of cri­
teria that are self-benefiting. (2) All criteria will be 
stated so as to appear universalistic and objective. (3) The 
presence of multiple sets of actors pursuing their own inter­
ests and the existence of scarce resources will cause little 
commonality and some conflicts in the criteria established to 
assess organizational effectiveness (p. 323).
Campbell (1976, p. 31) summarized two general points of 
view, the goal centered and the natural systems points of 
view, as they related to assessing organizational effective­
ness. The goal centered theorist/researcher would study the 
organizational objectives both operative and publicly-stated
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and develop criteria that would measure how well objectives 
were being taught. The natural systems theorist/researcher 
would explore and question the degree to which there was con­
flict, the nature of communication, and the overall viability 
and strength of the organization.
Since any organization adopts the goal of maintaining 
itself over time without depleting its resources, Campbell 
(1977) believed that to assess its effectiveness one must 
determine: (1) whether there is internal consistency; (2)
whether the organization is using coping mechanisms to dis­
tribute its resources; and (3) whether resources are being 
used up faster than they should be (p. 20). "The overall 
specification of organizational effectiveness, then, is the 
degree to which the task objectives judged to be 'ends' 
should be accomplished, given the prevailing conditions in 
which the organization must work. It is at this point, and 
not before, that the question of how to measure the degree of 
goal attainment becomes operative" (p. 49).
Methods for the assessment of effectiveness may vary 
depending on the objective being considered but may include 
counting, special instrumentation and subjective ratings.
When the organization's goals or objectives are not explicit, 
the researcher should explore what kinds of goal setting 
occur; what rewards and punishments influence the goal- 
setter's behavior. Participant observation, simulation, 
non-participant observation methods are appropriate under 
these circumstances (p. 50).
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Levinson (1972) identified an apparent lack of widely- 
accepted comprehensive diagnostic processes for assessing and 
evaluating organizations, and offered some direction for 
organizational effectiveness research. Traditional efforts 
concentrated on bureaucratic structure. According to Levin­
son, comprehensive studies should include an evaluation of 
the relationships the organization, as an open system, has 
with the other systems with which it interacts. Such studies 
should describe the organization's concept, objectives, 
plans, its relationships to others and its leadership.
Generally, according to Campbell (1977), research strat­
egies should fall into two general categories— simulation 
studies and intensive care studies. Campbell emphasized case 
studies as the more desirable approach. In his view, the 
case study is longitudinal, focused on a specific organiza­
tion, and uses a variety of data collection techniques, 
including observation, interviews, questionnaires and arch­
ival records (p. 54). Campbell stated " . . .  the task of 
behavioral science is to assist the people in the organiza­
tion to articulate what they really mean by organizational 
effectiveness, show where the gaps and inconsistencies reveal 
conflicts and help in the resolution of those conflicts" (p. 
52).
Lawler, Nadler, and Cammann (1980) defined organization­
al assessment as the process of measuring the effectiveness 
of an organization from the behavioral or social-system per­
spective. Organizational effectiveness focuses on the whole
i
r
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organization, is essentially behavioral in perspective and is 
concerned with task-performance of the organization and the 
human impact of the organization on its individual members.
In a review of seventeen multivariate models of organi­
zational effectiveness, Steers (1975) found that there was a 
lack of consensus as to what constituted a useful and valid 
set of effectiveness measures. Adaptability-flexibility were 
mentioned most often, followed by productivity and satisfac­
tion (p. 549). However, Steers did identify two general 
types of models: (1) normative-prescriptive models which
attempt to specify what must be done to achieve effective­
ness; and (2) descriptive models which summarize the charac­
teristics found in successful organizations.
Scott (1981) and Steers (1975) agreed that the problem 
of identifying the domain of organizational effectiveness 
rests with the lack of agreement among researchers. Steers 
suggested that evaluation criteria are a function, in part, 
of who is doing the evaluating and their frame of reference 
(p. 551). Steers agreed also with Campbell (1977) and Scott 
(1981) that time perspective in the study of organizational 
effectiveness is an important factor. Many criteria used for 
evaluation are unstable when applied over time and this 
becomes support for the position that flexibility in the face 
of change (Georgopoulos & Tannenbaum, 1957) should be the 
defining characteristic of organizational effectiveness (p. 
552).
Perrow (1970) identified three types of effectiveness
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studies. (1) variable analysis designates y as a legitimate 
goal and studies the effect on Y of changes in X or multiple 
X's. X's may be flexibility, adaptability, profitability, 
etc. and the major criticism of this type of study is that X 
and Y often are not closely related. (2) Gross malfunction­
ing analysis. Rarely are highly successful businesses 
compared with failing ones. There is a tendency to study how 
organizations work, not why worse ones are so bad and how 
they can be improved. (3) Revelatory analysis which asks the 
question, "Effectiveness for whom?" This type of study is 
founded on a different definition of organizations and sees 
organizations (1) as intentional human constructions but not 
necessarily rational systems guided by official goals; (2) as 
bargaining arenas rather than cooperative systems; (3) as 
systems of power rather than institutions which reflect 
cultural norms; and, (4) as resources for other organizations 
and groups rather than closed systems (p. 101).
Perrow continued by positing that organizations, defined 
as human constructions where there is competition from within 
and without for outputs of interest to them under conditions 
of unequal power, reveal the issue of effectiveness quite 
differently than the other two perspectives (p. 101). "A 
revelatory analysis is more likely to reveal what most man­
agers know but social scientist cannot afford to acknowledge, 
namely, that complex social systems are greatly influenced by 
chance, accident, luck; that most decisions are very ambigu­
ous, preference orderings that are incoherent and unstable,
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efforts at communication and understanding are often ineffec­
tive, subsystems are very loosely connected, and most at­
tempts at social control are clumsy and unpredictable" (p.
103).
Price (1972) indicated that the traditional approach to 
studying effectiveness has been to use the goal approach. 
While recognizing the criticisms offered by the systems 
resource or natural systems approach, he remained convinced 
that the goal approach was the most appropriate. Price con­
cluded that the research should focus on the organizational 
goals that the major decision-makers actually pursue and data 
should be collected about the intentions and activities of 
the decision-makers. The goal approach uses the organiza­
tion, not society, as the basis for the evaluation of effec­
tiveness (p. 12).
Lammers and Hickson (1979) defined effectiveness as the 
degree to which an organization attains its goals. They sug­
gested, in assessing effectiveness, that records be used to 
compare objective indices (productivity, rate of return on 
investments, profits) and/or that judgments of outsiders or 
insiders be used to estimate the organization's effective­
ness. In their view, the difference between objective and 
subjective evaluation is less important than might be thought 
because most objective indicators are biased by the subjec­
tive judgments of insiders (p. 396).
Steers (1977) summarized the eight problems encountered 
in measuring organizational effectiveness. (1) Construct
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
112
validity. There are many pieces but there is little evidence 
that there is something called an effectiveness construct.
(2) Criterion stability. Many criteria have been found 
unstable over time. Criteria may change as a function of 
external pressures, demands and interests. (3) Time perspec­
tive. Different criteria should be employed in the short, 
intermediate and long term perspectives. (4) Multiple cri­
teria problem. The major advantage of multivariate studies 
is the comprehensive nature and integration of factors. 
However, criteria may be in conflict. (5) Measurement preci­
sion. It is almost impossible to quantify criteria appropri­
ate to the measurement of organizational effectiveness. (6) 
Generalizibility. Organizations are different, making broad 
generalizations difficult. Criteria must be shown to be con­
sistent with the goals and purposes of the organization under 
study. (7) Theoretical relevance. What purposes are served 
by the existence of effectiveness models? Do they allow pre­
dictions of future behavior? (8) Level of analysis. Most 
models of effectiveness are concerned with the organization 
but ignore the relations between individual behavior and the 
larger issue of organization success (pp. 54-57).
"Criteria for evaluating organizational effectiveness 
cannot be produced by some objective, apolitical process.
They are always normative and often controversial; and they 
are as varied as the theoretical models used to describe 
organizations and the constituencies that have some interest 
in their functioning . . . We should not seek explanations
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for organizational effectiveness in general, since such 
general criteria are not available; and we must be cautious 
in celebrating the truism that organizations that are better 
adapted to their environments are more likely to survive. 
Adaptation can be achieved in numerous ways, many of which 
contribute to the survival of the organization but fail to 
serve the interests of external constituencies" (Scott, 1981, 
p. 336).
Pfeffer (1977), like Yuchtman and Seashore (1967, p. 
898), believed that regardless of the purpose of the compari­
son effectiveness can only be assessed comparatively (p.
132). "The fact that organizations are social institutions, 
using and producing resources, including wealth and personal 
position, which affect many individuals and other institu­
tions in society, makes it inevitable that those coming in 
contact with an organization will evaluate it in comparison 
with other organizations in terms of how well it serves their 
interests, whether its actions are consistent with their 
preferences - ih other words, how effective for them the 
organization is" (Pfeffer, 1977, p. 142).
Groups and individuals assess an organization's effec­
tiveness and they can be expected to take action based on 
their evaluation. Support for the organization is given or 
withheld, based on whether the organization does or does not 
serve their individual interests (Pfeffer, 1977, p. 142).
The organization's ability to acquire resources, legitimacy 
and to survive is a consequence of this assessment.
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Pfeffer observed that organizations attempt to control 
any assessment of them in order to ensure continued resources 
and autonomy. Control can be achieved in a variety of ways: 
keeping secret the information necessary for evaluation; 
claiming special professional competence which allows only 
for self-evaluation or peer organizations to judge effective­
ness; persuading others that they really desire what the 
organization provides; re-interpretation of the organiza­
tion's actions so that they appear consistent with what is 
demanded. This behavior, it was noted, is typical of schools 
and education when the strategy of building organizational 
autonomy is in effect. Under these circumstances, it is very 
difficult for an independent assessment of organizational 
effectiveness to occur (p. 143).
In Search of Excellence (1982) by Peters and Waterman, 
Jr., is a report of an independent research project which 
identified criteria common to the organizational effective­
ness of exellent large companies and attracted nationwide 
interest. The authors researched a group of excellent 
companies which were identified by an informed panel of 
observers of the business world. The companies were categor­
ized as high technology, consumer goods, general industrial, 
service, project management, and resource based. All were 
financially successful and at least 20 years old. Data for 
their research was gathered largely through interviews, 
observations, and review of organizational theory.
In Search of Excellence results found that the excellent
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companies were "brilliant on basics" and attempted to keep 
things simple in a complex world (p. 13). The authors 
identified eight attributes of excellent companies which dis­
tinguish them from others. One of the eight attributes, 
simultaneous loose-tight properties, the authors considered 
the summarizing property (Chapter 12, pp. 318-325). The 
tight characteristics include: (1) Rigidly shared values and
firm, central direction which provide the framework and 
expectations about what counts. (2) There is regular com­
munication and fast feedback. (3) The external perspective 
in these companies focuses on the customer which forces 
extremes of self discipline within the organization. (4)
Peer pressure. (5) Effectiveness (quality) efficiency 
(cost). Quality leads to focusing on innovativeness which 
stimulates productivity, excitement, and affects the func­
tioning of every aspect of the organization. The external 
focus is stimulated by organizational values— services, qual­
ity. Internal focus is on people— communication, family 
feeling, informality, fluidity, flexibility. (6) A simplis­
tic focus on the organization's value(s), service, quality; 
on people— be the best at what you're about— is character­
istic of excellent companies.
The loose characteristics include focusing on flexible 
organizational structures, volunteers, champions of product 
development, maximized autonomy for individuals, strong 
social networks. Mostly, loose is trying things out in 
slightly disorderly (loose) fashion.
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The authors point out that the "rules" in excellent com­
panies have a positive bent, dealing with quality, service, 
innovation and experimentation, and they emphasize building 
and expanding rather than restraint and control.
One of the major points emphasized by the authors was 
that these loose-tight characteristics may appear to be con­
flicting and paradoxical. However, when analyzed, they offer 
no conflict at all. Further, they exist simultaneously in 
all excellent companies.
Summary
Recognizing that there is no universal definition of 
effectiveness and that organizational effectiveness research 
is a relatively recent phenomenon it should be understood 
that effectiveness research has produced many questions which 
have led to a variety of models which attempt to address the 
recent issues. Just as the research has agreed that there is 
no one best way for an organization to organize, so, also, is 
their agreement that there is no simple method by which to 
study or assess the effectiveness of an organization. 
Researcher bias for a theory or methodology may be respon­
sible for many "trial balloons" in the research design of an 
empirical project, but the nature of organizational effec­
tiveness research seems to have evolved to the point where 
the researcher must first ask what kind of an organization is 
to be studied. Certainly there are different boundaries for 
voluntary organizations than for workplace organizations; for
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non-profit organizations than for profit; for governmental 
than private agencies. Also, it follows that a universal 
definition of effectiveness may not be appropriate or desir­
able. The question of generalizibility remains somewhat 
unresolved, though Meyer and Associates (1978) have indicated 
a belief that some effectiveness elements are generalizible 
to all organizations.
The emerging model which has generated enthusiasm in 
recent research concentrates on the organization's political 
interactions with its internal and external environment. The 
collegial model is clearly one form of the political model 
and possesses many of the elements identified by Pfeffer, 
Bachrach, Lawler, and Allison. The Academic Senate was 
identified as a collegial organization, structured demo­
cratically and founded in the tradition that governance of 
higher education is a shared responsibility. The organiza­
tion was described as operating in an environment in which 
the external forces are diverse and complex.
The definition of organizational effectiveness selected 
for this research emphasized the important role played by the 
organization's membership in its effectiveness. The Senate 
as a voluntary (open membership, common interests, individual 
decision to participate), professional (open negotiation and 
bargaining present, founded in professional worth and val­
ues), collegial (members have access to each other across 
lines, cooperation is encouraged, decisions affirmed by 
majority, authority limited compromise paramount)
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organization is clearly dependent on the choice of its 
individual members to participate for its effectiveness.
The collegial model and political model (individual 
actors bargain, have power bases, personal goals, coopera­
tion, compromise) are indeed very similar and both rely 
heavily on the individual members of the organization. Yet 
the Senate was identified as an organization with a focused 
identity and the appearance of a vocal central leadership 
which are not characteristics usually attributed to collegial 
organizations. The following chapter provides one means for 
integrating the characteristics of organizational models and 
effectiveness provided in this review of the literature.
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C H A P T E R  I V
A PERSPECTIVE FOR DATA ANALYSIS
According to Ferguson, "A paradigm is a framework of 
thought (from the Greek paradigma, 'pattern')• A paradigm is 
a scheme for understanding and explaining certain aspects of 
reality" (1980, p. 26). The three paradigm which follow are 
an attempt to consolidate and focus the literature germane to 
this study into useable frames.
The development of these paradigm represents a paradigm 
shift, a "new knowing" (p. 30) for this researcher. The 
foundation for the paradigm rests with the models developed 
by Graham T. Allison in his work, Essence of Decision: 
Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (1971), in which he 
analyzed and explained the decisions and activities surround­
ing this international event. Allison's integration of 
organizational and political theory and his willingness to 
accept the fact that models need not be discrete— that parts 
of each may be in use simultaneously— appear consistent with 
effectiveness research and the data from this study.
The review of literature did not identify one best way 
for an organization to structure itself, though some scholars 
searched for such a panacea. Nor did the literature identify 
how best to assess organizational effectiveness, though there 
is evidence that this search has been undertaken with incon­
clusive results. The review did reveal the probability that
119
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effectiveness is best determined by a thorough evaluation of 
individual organizations with attention directed to the 
organizational goals, environment, members, actions, outputs 
and their integration and relationship to each other. Ideal­
ly, this type of evaluation includes a variety of data gath­
ering methods.
Attempting to integrate the analysis of data gathered 
through various means is problematic. For example, this 
study's questionnaire is quantitative and the interviews are 
qualitative. Research analysis methods are quite different 
for each. Each provides volumes of information about the 
statewide Academic Senate. The paradigm emerged from an 
attempt to focus the analysis and provide something against 
which to juxtapose this information.
These paradigm are an attempt, then, to identify the 
reality of the Senate— to frame the data so as to produce a 
composite picture of Senate effectiveness. A word of 
caution. These are not intended to be three discrete para­
digm. They are conceptually discrete but empirically 
related. The behavior that organizations, sub-groups, indi­
viduals exhibit at any one time may reflect one or more of 
the paradigm simultaneously. They are intended as guides to 
the development of an integrated analysis of the organiza­
tional effectiveness of the statewide Academic Senate.





The core of Paradigm A rests with the concept that the 
goals/objectives of an organization provide the basis for all 
organizational activity. That is, Paradigm A behavior iden­
tifies the problems, the alternatives and the costs associ­
ated with possible choices and identifies organizational 
activity as analagous to organizational choice. Further, 
organizational values and axioms are observable.
Paradigm A provides a broad description of an organiza­
tion guided by centrally controlled leadership/management 
acting in a rational, unified fashion. The large patterns of 
organizational activity and the members' shared images of the 
organization provide the axioms which identify the probabil­
ity that an organization will respond in a predictable way. 
Environmental pressures are identifed, also.
Basic Assumption of the Paradigm
Organizational activity is based on a combination of 
values and objectives which are meaningful to the organiza­
tion. Options are explored; evaluation of various consequen­
ces studied individually and in groups. As cost evaluation 
of course of action increases, the likelihood of selection of 
that alternative decreases and vice versa.
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Effectiveness Definitions
1. Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957). The extent to 
which an organization as a social system, given cer­
tain resources and means, fulfills its objectives 
without placing undo strain upon its members.
2. Tannenbaum (1968). The extent to which an organiza­
tion fulfills its objectives and preserves its means 
and resources.
3. Goodman and Pennings (1977). The degree to which 
the organization achieves ideal end states.
Principle on Which Analysis is Based
Organizational activity is based on organizational 
choice, bounded by organizational objectives. Tne value of 
this paradigm as a means of analysis rests on identifying the 
reason (goal/objective) for the action.
Analysis of Effectiveness— Based on Organizational Choice
1. Organisation acts as a unit.
a. Options are explored.
b. Alternatives are measured on the basis of goals 
and objectives.
c. Choices are made to maximize goals and objec­
tives .
2. Action occurs in response to threat or opportunity,
a. Campbell and Campbell et al. (1974). One model
of effectiveness construct is based on a
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goal-centered view. It is based on the assump­
tion that the organization is led by rational 
decision-makers who have goals that are defined 
and manageable and for which it is possible to 
plan strategies leading to goal attainment. It 
attempts to describe major tasks of the organi­
zation. Criteria is developed to assess how 
well goals are being achieved.
b. Steers (1977). Goals and goal attainment are 
the recurring theme in evaluating organizational 
effectiveness. Effectiveness can best be under­
stood in terms of the extent to which an organi­
zation is successful in acquiring and utilizing 
resources in the pursuit of its goals.
c. Pfeffer (1981). Various consequences may result 
from the selection of a course of action based 
on the alternatives which can be identified. A 
rational choice of action is selected which 
would achieve the highest values and lead to the 
achievement of objectives or goals. Decisions 
are related directly to objectives.
Paradigm B 
Modus Operandi Model 
Touchstone for Analysis
According to Paradigm B, the organization identifies the 
components which traditionally act on a problem or situation
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and their relative influence. The organization is seen as 
coordinated by a unified leadership/management. Coordinated 
efforts are based on rules, established programs, standard 
operating procedures which govern the sub-units. Sub-units 
are competitors and contributors— often simultaneously. The 
Paradigm is concerned with how the information is provided—  
the programs, procedures for obtaining it, and means by which 
alternatives are investigated. Also, action implementation 
is identified. Organizational activity is analagous to 
organization outputs.
Paradigm B behavior of the organization is considered 
appropriate when defined by organizational goals. It de­
scribes the decisions made by a coordinated group of leader/ 
managers as resulting from organizational constraints. The 
organization's component parts are identified and analyzed 
with special concern for rigidity of programs and procedures. 
The information that is available to the organization is con­
sidered a reflection of fact, as well as the organization's 
goals and routines.
Basic Assumption of the Paradigm
An organization consists of sub-units which each have 
existing goals, programs and rules of operation. Any output 
flows from established routines and loose coordination of the 
sub-units. Information is provided by sub-units and may be 
limited and colored by parochialism. The organization 
attempts to standardize interactions with its environment and
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routinize its activity. Short-term output is based on stand­
ard procedure while long-term output is based on organiza­
tional goals and programs.
Effectiveness Definitions
1. Goodman and Pennings (1977). The ability to acquire 
scarce resources that make it possible for an organ­
ization to survive and preserve its integrity.
2. Evan (1976). The capacity of an organization to 
cope with all four systematic processes (inputs, 
transformations of resources, outputs, feedback) 
relative to its goal-seeking behavior— however 
explicit or implicit this may be.
3. Katz and Kahn (1966). The totality of organization­
al goodness— sum of the elements of productivity, 
cost, performance, turnover, quality of output and 
the like.
Principle on Which Analysis is Based
Organizational action is based on output determined by 
sub-unit goals, programs and standardized procedures. The 
value of this Paradigm rests with identifying organizational 
routines that mediate the outputs.
Analysis of Effectiveness— Based on Organizational Output
1. Leaders/managers are at the top of loosely coordi­
nated sub-units.
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2. Leadership/management relies on information; alter­
natives are provided by sub-units.
3. Size prevents unitary decisions.
4. Goals provide definition for appropriate perform­
ance.
5. Organizational change is usually brought about by an 
increase or decrease in money or by major organiza­
tional failures.
6. Interaction is standardized with other actors in the 
environment to avoid uncertainty.
7. Standard operating procedures provide the means for 
the organization to prepare relevant responses and 
monitor information.
8. Action is based on standardized responses, programs, 
rules.
a. Campbell and Campbell et al. (1974). The (Nat­
ural Systems) Model assumes demands on an organ­
ization so dynamic and complex that a finite 
number of organizational goals may not be mean­
ingfully defined. The organization adapts the 
goal of maintainance over time without depleting 
its resources. Emphasis is on people, not 
structure and technology. The Model incorpor­
ates organizational development (OD) which 
assumes that the organization is effective when: 
(1) the total organization plans and manages its 
work to match goals; (2) decisions are made
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close to the sources of information; (3) com­
munication occurs effectively, laterally and 
vertically; (4) conflicts are considered 
solvable.
b. Pfeffer (1981) Bureaucratic Model. Choices are 
made based on rules and processes which have 
been effective and adaptive. The model of 
organizations as bureaucratically rational pre­
sumes less conscious foresight and less clearly 
defined preferences and information. Bureau­
cratic organizations operate with less extensive 





Paradigm C behavior identifies the existing pathways for 
producing action in a given situation, as well as the play­
ers/actors and their positions who are centrally involved in 
the action. Bargaining occurs regularly among hierarchically 
structured actors. It seeks to illustrate how job pressures, 
past positions and personalities of the key players/actors 
affect the analysis of the issue. The Paradigm frames the 
behavior of organizational players acting on many issues 
without a consistent set of objectives. Often actions are 
based on various organizational and personal goals. The 
Paradigm is concerned with the imposed deadlines that will
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affect resolution of any issue and attempts to identify the 
possible misjudgments of the actors.
Organizations acting in Paradigm C ways focus on the 
many central players of leadership/management and their 
interrelationships, as well as the behavior of the players—  
their roles, responsibilities and priorities. Analysis, 
using Paradigm C, recognizes the sharing of power and identi­
fies power bases. Decisions result from political processes. 
Organizational activity is analagous to political action.
Basic Assumption of the Paradigm
An organization is composed of many players involved in 
strategic and political activity. Action results from the 
bargaining and negotiation that occurs along routinized path­
ways. Conflict and compromise are everyday occurrences. 
Political activity provides outcomes which are the result of 
confusion, compromise and muddling by actors with diverse 
interests and unequal influence. Organizational activity is 
not the result of unitary action taken by the whole organiza­
tion.
Effectiveness Definitions
1. Pfeffer (1981). Effective organizations are those 
that accurately perceive patterns of resource inter­
dependence, correctly perceive demands and then 
respond to those demands made by those groups that 
control the most critical interdependence.
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2. Steers (1977). Goals are central to any discussion 
about organizational effectiveness and most defini­
tions of organizational effectiveness rest on how 
successful an organization was in attaining stated 
objectives. Effectiveness is best achieved by find­
ing ways for members to integrate personal motives 
and goals with organizational objectives.
3. Katz and Kahn (1966). We have defined organization­
al effectiveness as the extent to which all forms of 
energetic return to the organization are maximized.
4. Cummings (1977). An effective organization is one 
in which the greatest percentage of participants 
perceive themselves as free to use the organization 
and its subsystems as instrumental for their own 
needs.
Principle on Which Analysis is Based
Organizational activity is the result of bargaining 
among groups and individuals. The value of the Paradigm 
rests with its displaying of the actors, participants and 
players in the organization's game.
Analysis of Effectiveness— Based on Political Activity
1. Decisions result from compromise, conflict, muddling 
of actors with dissimilar interests and varying 
power.
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a. Actors are individuals with position in the
structure; position defines role played.
b. Multifaceted goals and interests (personal and 
organizational) affect actors' stand.
c. The position of the actors in the organizational 
structure and provincialism determine percep­
tions and stand taken.
d. Actors define their interest in an issue based
largely on personal goals. Their stand results
from their defined interest.
2. Decisions do not reflect unitary action of the
organization or leadership/management's preferred
choice.
3. Organization rules are established by outside agen­
cies (bylaws or statutes) and may be implicit or
explicit.
a. Rules establish position power, restrict the 
organization's activity, sanction some activi­
ties (bargaining, coalitions) and declare other 
activities illegal or immoral.
4. Power of the actors is a blend of bargaining advan­
tage— authority, responsibility, control of informa­
tion— skill at using the advantage; careful selec­
tion of issues in which to assert power. "Power 
wisely invested yields an enhanced reputation for 
effectiveness" (Allison, 1971, p. 169).
5. Time imperatives force actors to take stands.
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Events force issues. Neither promotes nor permits 
objective focus on the issues. Issues may be raised 
by various elements of the organization's environ­
ment leading to forced deadlines and affecting issue 
analysis.
6. Formal decisions require implementation. Organiza­
tional actors control implementation which is based 
on their degree of support.
a. Blankenship (1977). The political elements 
present in collegial organizations are identi­
fied as: coalition, bargaining and negotiation, 
structure, interest groups.
b. Pfeffer (1981). "Power is first and foremost a 
structural phenomenon and should be understood 
as such."
c. Salanick and Pfeffer (1974). Power in social 
systems is potentially horizontal or vertical; 
sub-unit power increases in those departments 
most instrumental in bringing in or providing 
resources highly valued by the organization.
This power enables sub-units to obtain more of 
the scarce and critical resources allocated 
within the organization.
d. Katz and Kahn (1966). The organization's trans­
actions are conducted in the environment and are 
political because they involve making choices 
based on other than economics and efficiency.
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Use of political influence to achieve organiza­
tional goals takes many forms such as: persua­
sion of influential people, lobbying, donations, 
subsidies, legislation and tariffs. Maximiza­
tion of return by political means increases 
effectiveness without affecting efficiency,
e. Pfeffer (1981). Political models are dis­
tinguishable from both bureaucratic and rational 
choice models because decisions are made which 
may be inconsistent with goal maximization and 
result from the power of the various actors who 
demonstrate their preferences and intentions to 
determine the decision outcome.
The following chapters have been developed as method­
ological entities: survey; interviews; participant observa­
tion. Each chapter is introduced by providing the reader 
with information regarding how the data was collected, fol­
lowed by analysis of the data presented. The nature of the 
survey instrument required a somewhat traditional analysis 
followed by analysis juxtaposing the results against the 
paradigm developed for this study. For all other data, these 
paradigm are the primary means used for analysis.
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INTERVIEWS
Interviewing, by its very nature, is a one-to-one 
experience. It is both anxiety-producing and exhilarating, 
often with unpredictable results. As a data gathering tech­
nique, interviewing takes many forms and may fulfill several 
purposes. An interview may be highly structured— the equiva­
lent of an oral questionnaire; it may concentrate on a single 
event; and, it may be covert so that the subject is unaware 
of being interviewed. Additionally, the interview may be 
loose and unstructured, as in the case of oral history; it 
may be investigative in nature, as is common in journalism. 
Often, there are informant interviews where an insider to the 
organization provides appropriate information (Guba &
Lincoln, 1981, p. 154).
The singular purpose for all interviews is to determine 
what is on someone's mind— and, generally, interviews are 
conducted to find out those things that cannot be observed; 
thoughts and feelings, knowledge, a person's perspective 
(Patton, 1980, p. 197).
Patton discussed four general approaches to data collec­
tion through the use of interviews.
1. Informal, conversational interview in which there is 
spontaneous generation of questions and natural 
interaction.
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2. Respondent may or may not realize he/she is being 
interviewed.
3. General interview guide approach in which the inter­
viewer outlines a set of issues to be explored 
before the interview begins.
4. Standardized, open-ended interview in which a set of 
questions is asked of each respondent in the same 
order. (pp. 197-198).
Guba and Lincoln (1981) categorized interviews slightly 
differently. They were identified as 1) structured or 
focused; 2) unstructured or elite. In the structured inter­
view, the problem is defined as it exists before the 
interview takes place. The unstructured interview allows the 
problem to emerge (p. 155). "Thus, unlike structured, 
focused, or standardized interviews, the unstructured or 
'elite' interview is concerned with the unique, the idio­
syncratic, and wholly individual viewpoint" (p. 156).
The unstructured interview often sounds more like a 
conversation than a series of questions. The purpose of 
naturalistic research is best served by nonstandardized 
interviews (p. 157). "The fundamental principle of quali­
tative interviewing is to provide a framework within which 
respondents can express their own understandings in their own 
terms" (Patton, 1980, p. 205).
The Respondents
The individuals were selected because of their special
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characteristics. As identified previously, interviews were 
established as a methodology of choice for this study because 
there are numerous and identifiable individual groups which 
interact with the Senate. "Respondents are usually selected 
because of their special characteristcs; that is, they have 
special knowledge of, or familiarity with, the situation, 
they have information (or are likely to have) to which others 
are not privy, they have special status of some sort, or they 
are one of a kind . . .  " (Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p. 166).
At the outset of this project, it was determined that 
respondents would be selected because they either currently 
or had previously performed in roles in which they interacted 
with the Senate and could respond in such a way that would 
enlighten the research objectives. In some cases, specific 
people were obvious choices. In others, formal and informal 
conversations produced suggestions of individuals to be 
interviewed. Occasionally, names emerged as part of an 
interview. The list of formal and informal respondents 
includes: Jean B. Trapnell and Mary Lou Zoglin, former mem­
bers of the Board of Governors; Patrick M. Callan, Director 
of CPEC; Assemblywoman Teresa Hughes (D), Los Angeles;
Norbert Bischof and Andy Mason, writers of the original 
Academic Senate Constitution; Leon Baradat, Edith Conn, Julie
S. Hatoff, Barbara Hinkley, current and past members of the 
Executive Committee; Patrick McCallum, Executive Director of 
FACCC; Robert Prescott, immediate Past President of CCCT; Gus
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Guichard, Executive Vice Chancellor of CCC; Robert N. Wil­
liams, Dean of Instruction and participant of AS-CIO.
Arrangements and Sites
In each case, the individual respondent was contacted in 
writing with an explanation of the general research topic, 
offered an indication of his/her area of expertise of partic­
ular relevance to this study and provided with an abstract of 
the dissertation proposal. A follow-up telephone call was 
made to establish the respondent's willingness to be inter­
viewed, as well as the date, place and time. No one refused 
to be interviewed when contacted by telephone. Two letters 
were written and were unanswered. Neither individual was 
telephoned because, in the interim, it was possible to inter­
view two individuals who offered the study greater exper­
tise.
The first interview was conducted on July 30, 1982 and 
the final one on December 17, 1982. The interviews usually 
took place in a setting and at a time that was of convenience 
to the respondent. This afforded the opportunity to travel 
throughout California and to be invited into offices, to col­
lege campuses and into homes, occasionally sharing meals. On 
several occasions, the interviews occurred at conferences and 
meeting sites. Probably the most challenging interview 
sequence occurred on the day this researcher left Vista, 
drove to San Diego, flew to Los Angeles, taxied across town, 
interviewed Assemblywoman Teresa Hughes at 9:00 a.m., taxied
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back to the airport, flew to Sacramento, interviewed Pat Cal- 
lan, Director of CPEC, at 3:00 p.m. and was home by 8:30 p.m. 
that same night.
Protocol
Each interview situation was unique. In many instances 
the researcher and respondents were unknown to each other 
(other than by name or reputation). Following the usual 
greetings and amenities, the researcher offered the oppor­
tunity for the respondent to seek general information about 
the study. Often, very rewarding expressions of interest 
about the research were shared. Next, permission to tape the 
interview was requested. In one instance, it was denied 
because the individual, an Assemblywoman, expressed concern 
that she might be misquoted by those who would read the dis­
sertation. In several instances, researcher intuition 
dictated that taping the interview would inhibit the situa­
tion. Generally, the opening question was concerned with 
reviewing how the respondent had interacted with the Academic 
Senate. The approach taken was to encourage the respondent 
to teach the interviewer about the statewide Academic Senate 
from his/her perspective. The remainder of the interview was 
unstructured, essentially, with information being exchanged, 
and analyses, opinions, observations flowing and emerging.
The shortest interview was 30 minutes; the longest 
several hours. Following each interview, the researcher 
either taped or wrote notes and observations, recapping the
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interview. The tapes were professionally transcribed and 
typed. Each tape was listened to while reading the tran­
scribed copy to verify the accuracy of transcription and to 
clarify "mumbles" and jargon. In every instance where a 
specific length of time had been specified at the time of the 
appointment, the respondents became so involved in the inter­
view that there was mutual agreement to extend the period.
Some expressed slight concern that their candor, on tape, 
could cause repercussions. Within several days of each 
interview, a letter of appreciation was sent to the respond­
ent.
These, then, were the elite interviews in which the 
respondents as a composite group were verbal, verbose, artic­
ulate, opinionated, jaded, knowledgeable, interesting, 
analytical and genuinely concerned about higher education.
It should be noted that the majority of the following 
interviews were taped and transcribed but the necessity of 
dissecting the interviews to identify the heart of the 
responses and to provide continuity for the reader has 
resulted in a rearrangement and pairing of the responses. 
Therefore, the responses attributed to the individuals should 
not be interpreted as direct quotations in their entirety.
Analysis
The purpose for using interviews as a data collection 
technique was to expose what the actors in the environment of 
the statewide Academic Senate thought about the organization
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and its representatives. Further, interviews were used to 
identify the knowledge and feelings about the Senate which 
are difficult to observe and are elusive as questionnaire 
items.
Not all respondents were asked the same questions and 
the material obtained from each interview was too extensive 
to be used in its entirety. During the analysis process, the 
interview responses were dissected, sorted and grouped simi­
larly to the sections of the questionnaire. The selected 
statements were then analyzed using the paradigm criteria 
outlined in Chapter IV. It became clear that some statements 
were attributable to a single paradigm while others clearly 
indicated the behavior of combinations of paradigm. Not all 
respondents appear in each section. When the respondent to 
an interview is introduced initially, a brief statement about 
the respondent's credentials and expertise is provided.
The next step was to consider the Senate's effectiveness 
based on the criteria and definitions of effectiveness for 
each paradigm. Each statement was evaluated for its strength 
as an indicator of Academic Senate effectiveness. The state­
ments were rated Effective, Moderately Effective, Not Effec­
tive, as indicators of effectiveness. This analysis is found 
at the end of each section.
The core of Paradigm A rests with the concept that the 
purposes/goals/objectives of an organization provide the 
basis for all organizational activity and its value is based 
on its usefulness in identifying the reason— purpose— for the
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action. When analyzing organizational effectiveness using 
this paradigm, the following behaviors provide the basis for 
the analysis: organization acts as a unit; alternatives are
explored and evaluated based on objectives; choices are made 
which maximize the organization's goals.
The core of Paradigm B behavior rests with the concept 
that organizations consist of sub-units which have existing 
goals, programs and rules of operation. Organizational goals 
provide definitions for appropriate behavior but output flows 
from established routines performed by sub-units. The pri­
mary value of Paradigm B criteria is in identifying the 
organizational routines that mediate the outputs.
The following criteria provide the basis on which to 
analyze organizational effectiveness using Paradigm B: size
prevents unitary decisions; standardized interaction occurs 
with other actors in the environment; organization operates 
through loosely coordinated sub-units; goals of the sub-units 
define appropriate action; action based on standardized 
responses, programs, rules of the sub-units; organization 
attempts to standardize interaction with its environment and 
routinize its activity; organizational activity analagous to 
its outputs.
The core of Paradigm C behavior rests with the concept 
that an organization consists of many players who are in­
volved in strategic and political activity. Action results 
from routinized bargaining and negotiation with conflict and 
compromise everyday occurrences. The value of this paradigm
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is in the way it displays the key role of the actors and par­
ticipants in the organization's game.
When using this paradigm as a means of analyzing organi­
zational effectiveness, the following criteria provide the 
foundation: decisions result from compromise, conflict and
muddling of actors with uneven power; decisions do not re­
flect unitary organizational action; organization's rules 
(bylaws, statutes) impacted by outside agencies; power of the 
actors is a result of bargaining advantage; organizational 
activity analagous to political activity.
Clearly, a response statement resulting in comments 
about the organization's foundations reflects Paradigm A 
behavior. But, the actors being interviewed often contrib­
uted insight or knowledge beyond the initial observation 
which identified the other actors, the compromises, power 
bases (Paradigm C), procedures, programs, routines (Paradigm 
B) behind the various activity in the same statement. The 
presence of combinations of behavior reflecting different 
paradigm simultaneously was consistent with Allison's (1971) 
research and the organizational effectiveness research re­
viewed in Chapter IV.
As indicated previously, the interview responses have 
been sorted and grouped in the same section headings as those 
of the survey questionnaire. Within each section, the 
responses are analyzed as they relate to the behavior charac­
teristics of the paradigm. At the conclusion of each sec­
tion, the responses are summarized and an indication of the
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Academic Senate's effectiveness behavior characteristics 
offered.
1. Senate Purposes, Aims, Functions
During the period 1963-1968, nearly seventy academic 
senates were established for the purpose of advising their 
local boards of trustees on academic and professional mat­
ters. In 1968, the community colleges of California were 
unified into a statewide system when the Legislature created 
the Board of Governors, California Community Colleges. This 
Board's function is to debate issues and formulate policy on 
academic and professional matters affecting all of the com­
munity colleges. "Thus, in order for the community college 
faculty to have a formal and effective procedure for partici­
pating at the state level in the formation of policies on 
these matters, local senate presidents perceived the need for 
a statewide senate" (Note 5).
FACCC, Faculty Association for California Community Col­
leges, consisting of a dues-paying membership, could not 
represent all faculty members in community colleges. Norbert 
Bischof recalls " . . .  thus with the blessing and support of 
FACCC, I called an independent meeting of local senate presi­
dents and representatives in 1968 in Oakland." The conven­
tion struggled with the constitutional language and was one 
of the Senate's greatest and most memorable debates. The 
voices of Bill Bain, Irwin Boxer, Dick Fairchild, Don Fitz­
gerald, Andy Mason, Bob Wolf and many other local senate
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presidents and representatives made the constitutional con­
vention unforgetable (Bischoff, Note 6).
Mason Interview. Andy Mason is an Emeritus Senator of 
the statewide Academic Senate. Prior to his retirement, he 
taught at Los Angeles valley College and West Los Angeles 
College. Mason's interview responses provide the foundation 
for this section which focuses on the historical development 
of the Academic Senate. This interview was taped and tran­
scribed .
Prentiss: I'm particularly interested in what your
early role with the Senate was. Were you on the original 
planning committee and did you attend the constitution writ­
ing conferences?
Mason: I went to the first meeting in Oakland that was
called to discuss the need for an organization such as a 
statewide Senate. Then they had the convention where they 
set up the organization the following spring.
Prentiss: How did you get together to develop the idea
to talk about whether there would be such a statewide Aca­
demic Senate?
Mason: Actually, the input came through FACCC. They
were the ones who sponsored the initial meeting. Then, of 
course, there was the next step to say okay, we'll have a 
Senate, since everybody who attended the Oakland meeting 
agreed that there was a need.
Prentiss: Why was FACCC interested?
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Mason: I have no idea why the people in FACCC were
interested. You might ask Norbert Bischof, who is one of the 
initiators of the Senate, as to why.
Paradigm A, C .
The initial meeting was exploratory— to identify the 
problem and determine whether there was a need for an 
organization. In discussions with Bischof, he identi­
fied evironmental pressures— faculty discontent with 
CJCA and the recognition of FACCC members that there 
should be an organization to represent faculty which was 
not driven by dues (A). The various players/actors came 
together— each with past positions and various power 
bases, each playing a leadership role— to establish the 
Academic Senate (C).
My campus had an interest in the statewide Senate. At 
the time, I was teaching at L.A. Valley and we had an academ­
ic senate before the ACR 48 (see Chapter II for explanation 
of ACR 48) was even passed. People there were interested in 
having some say about what went on because there was to be a 
new president. They were afraid that the president would be 
appointed over the summer.
Prentiss: So that's how your senate originally got
started?
Mason: Yes, because of a problem. There were a lot of
bright people on that faculty at the time who understood 
things and they said, "Hey, this is what we have to have."
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So we existed long before ACR 48 ever came on the books and 
were an effective group.
Paradigm A . Mason's reference to why he and his college 
senate were interested in developing a statewide Senate 
demonstrated that they had experienced the benefits of a 
local senate which exhibited a centralization of its 
leadership in response to an identified problem (desire 
to participate in the presidential selection).
Prer.tiss: Do you remember how many people attended the
Oakland meeting?
Mason: Oh, a pretty good attendance; I would say there
were something like 40 or 50 people there. That was about a 
50% representation of all of the colleges.
Prentiss: And that meeting was followed with the meet­
ing in Los Angeles; what happened in Los Angeles?
Mason: At that meeting in Los Angeles, that's when the
so-called Constitution was formed which, when the Senate 
became a non-profit organization, had to change in title to 
Bylaws. But, initially, it was called a Constitution. There 
were only minor changes made in the wording to meet the 
requirements of a non-profit organization. That was a twoday 
gambit, in which we hammered out the Constitution.
Prentiss: Was that a fairly large group?
Mason: About the same size as the other and tended to
be the same people.
Prentiss: One of the fellows at MiraCosta who passed
away a couple of years ago attended the Los Angeles meeting.
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He wrote a report, which somehow survived the ages, for our 
Senate Council. He was very impressed with the intensity and 
productivity of the group.
Mason: Norbert Bischof was Chairman and he really rar a
tight meeting . . . very excellent; everybody got their say 
but he didn't let people ramble. To me, that was excellent. 
You had to stick to the subject. Most of the people stayed 
right on target and that's why we accomplished it.
Paradigm A .
The constitution writing conference was successful 
because the individuals were acting as an organization 
with a problem to be solved and the solution was based 
on their choices. They responded to Bischof's strong 
leadership with a focused effort.
Mason: So we hammered it out and, of course, the organ­
ization couldn't function until the Constitution was rati­
fied. That took about a year.
Prentiss: Once the number of schools needed ratified
it, was there a conference called after that?
Mason: Yes, June of '69, I believe, they called the
first session of the Senate. That is when a sufficient num­
ber of schools had ratified the Constitution.
Prentiss: Do you remember where that was held?
Mason: Yes, San Francisco. That's when Sheridan Heg-
land from Palomar College was elected President. Incidental­
ly, I'd say that one of the main reasons the organization got 
off and going and has come along is in the early few years we
f
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had an outstanding group of presidents who really devoted 
time and were also ably supported by their districts. In 
those days, there wasn't the money to pay for release time 
for the president. We managed to find some outstanding 
people who had the support of their district sufficiently and 
they really, I think, did the job down in Sacramento to make 
the group viable.
Prentiss: It's interesting that they were able to get
that support from the districts.
Mason: It probably was a personal . . . Yates Greer got
excellent support. The Superintendent gave him the use of a 
car and it's a long way from Weed to Sacramento. So I at­
tribute a lot of that initial credibility for the success to 
the presidents and that they were outstanding people.
Paradigm B, C .
Once the Academic Senate became a reality, the import­
ance of the coordinated and cooperative efforts of the 
leaders became critical. FACCC provided seed money but 
the organization operated at the whim of districts which 
voluntarily contributed to its treasury. Some districts 
were very supportive, as Mason indicates, in absorbing 
extra costs for the good of the faculty the Senate 
represented. Costs, such as mailing, assigned time, 
travel expenses, were borne by individual districts in 
the early years. The importance and identification of 
the sub-units (colleges) became apparent (B). As Mason 
has indicated, the players and their roles, jobs and
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positions were critical to the development of the 
strength of the Senate (C).
Prentiss: At that point, did you continue to be active
in the statewide Senate?
Mason: Well, in the fall of '69, when my senate joined,
I was elected as a delegate from this college and I served 
continuously as a delegate until I quit which was in '80; so 
that's about 11 years.
Prentiss: Do you think that the organization has main­
tained its original purpose? Do you see it as being directed 
in that same way now? Is it making changes?
Mason: No, I think it's still got the same kinds of 
goals and interpretation of why it exists. They're there to 
improve education at the community college level. I don't 
see those having changed over the years.
Paradigm A .
Mason doesn't view the Senate as having substantially 
different goals from those which he helped to establish 
at the constitution writing conference.
Bischof Interview. Norbert Bischof was one of the orig­
inal members of the committee that called the Senate consti­
tution writing conference which led to the establishment of 
the Senate in 1968. He teaches philosophy at Merritt Col­
lege, was President of the Senate in 1979-80 and is currently 
a member of the Senate Executive Committee. This interview 
was not taped.
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During dinner, we talked about how the Senate idea got 
its start. At the time, the California Junior College Asso­
ciation (now California Association for Community Colleges) 
was the only community college professional organization and 
there were a number of people who didn't think CJCA repre­
sented the faculty very well. Also, institutions paid dues 
and the organization had specific responsibilities to repre­
sent athletics, as well as faculty, adminstrators and stu­
dents.
Paradigm A .
The stimulus for founding the Academic Senate rested 
with the identified problem which was the need for a 
focused faculty voice that would represent faculty on 
academic and professional issues.
The California Junior College Faculty Association 
(CJCFA) was the first group to splinter from the CJCA. Its 
purpose was to represent faculty only. The faculty, however, 
had to pay dues and it also offered insurance and similar 
benefits to its members. This organization, now known as 
Faculty Association for California Community Colleges 
(FACCC), believed in the need for an organization to repre­
sent all faculty and provided seed money to get the Senate 
started. Thus began a tradition of mutual support and 
involvement by the membership of both organizations.
Paradigm A .
Clearly, the community college faculties were concerned 
about their lack of voice. The goal was to represent
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all faculty, not special interest groups. The splinter­
ing of the groups was in response to environmental pres­
sures. The goals of FACC and the Senate remain compat­
ible.
Bischof: Many of the Senate presidents have served as
FACCC officers; Patrick McCallum's (presently Executive 
Director of FACCC) father was a former Senate president.
Terry Marre of Santa Monica City was their senate president 
and is the current president of FACCC. Also, he served as 
parliamentarian for the Academic Senate's Fall 1982 Confer­
ence.
Paradigm C.
One group— FACCC— retains a legislative advocate and is 
an organization with dues-paying members. Therefore, it 
is committed to accomplishing member wishes. The 
Senate, funded as a public agency, does not have a 
lobbyist. The players for both groups interact and the 
interaction is not formalized by structure. There are 
many leaders, positions, players and action pathways 
available.
Bischof said that he and Ted Standiford actually wrote 
the document that was taken to the constitution writing con­
vention. Many changes were made during these two sessions.
We speculated on what had changed in the community col­
leges that provided the support for establishing the Academic 
Senate. He thought that the growth factor— adding of large 
numbers of faculty— as well as the changes in credentialling
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law which made it possible to teach with a Master's Degree 
(no or few education courses and no secondary school teaching 
experience) may have been very important. These faculty 
brought the four-year orientation and academic senate tradi­
tions directly from their most recent experience— either as a 
student, teaching assistant or instructor. The break with 
secondary school influences was made possible by the influx 
of this previously non-existent mix of faculty.
Paradigm A .
The focus, the goals and some of the organization's 
choices are often found in the history of the group. 
While this was a speculation, it is documentable that 
the environment had changed and may well have provided 
the diversity needed to support the faculty breaking 
away from the administrative dominance so prevalent in 
the early years of the junior colleges.
The Academic Senate represented local senates for nine 
years without formal legal recognition. In 1978, under the 
leadership of President Jean Vincenzi, a mathematics instruc­
tor at Saddleback College, and Chancellor William Craig, the 
Board of Governors unanimously recognized the Academic Senate 
as the representative voice of community college faculty con­
cerning academic and professional matters in Title V of the 
California Administrative Code.
Conn Interview. Edith Conn, a physical education and 
dance instructor at Ventura College, was Senate President in
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1977-78 and has been active in the Senate for many years.
She is a current member of the Executive Committee. Conn’s 
longevity and wide variety of experiences with the Academic 
Senate made her an invaluable resource to the organization. 
This interview was taped and transcribed.
Prentiss: Can you trace the steps that finally led to
the Senate being recognized in Title V?
Conn: Wanda (Munson, past president) and I met Gus
(Guichard, Executive Vice Chancellor, California Community 
Colleges) at the airport in Sacramento. It was an informal 
meeting and we were talking to Gus about Senate recognition 
in Title V. The other thing that we wanted was his support 
in making it possible for the Senate to make a presentation 
to the Board. He was acting Chancellor then and controlled 
the agenda. (Sidney Brossman resigned as Chancellor in the 
fall of 1976.) At that meeting, he suggested that we write 
an annual report. And I guess maybe that he was saying, 
"Well, you'd better have something to show what you're 
doing." As a result of that meeting, the newsletters (they 
were just a page and they only went to the Board} were devel­
oped and the first Annual Report was written and presented 
the following year. That meeting would have been in the 
spring of 1977. (Conn was Senate President at the time.)
Then Jean Vincenzi came into office after me and she worked, 
of course, with Craig. We were recognized in Title V the 
following year. Craig agreed that all the faculty appoint­
ments from the Chancellor's Office would be made by the
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Senate. But Gus Guichard has been very supportive of the 
Senate and those very important things; the Annual Report and 
our place on the agenda we owe to him. When Wanda and I went 
to see him, it wasn't really about the Annual Report. He 
suggested it. He said, if you want to have credibility with 
the Board and get recognized, you'd better show them what 
you've been doing.
Paradigm C .
This recounting of events illustrates the importance of 
players and their positions and the many participants in 
leadership roles. Guichard's position provided him with 
a perspective which led to a strategy larger in scope 
than Munson and Conn had dared to undertake. The rather 
informal meeting with Acting Chancellor Guichard laid 
the foundation for formal recognition of the Senate. 
Craig's appointment was timely, as he quickly indicated 
his position in his support of Senate recognition. It 
may very well be that both Guichard and Craig were sup­
porting legal recognition of the Senate as the faculty 
representative on academic and professional matters as a 
counter pressure to the collective bargaining issues 
which were also prevalent at this time. Viewed in the 
context of their job pressures and power base, collec­
tive bargaining may have been an important element in 
their analysis of the Senate's pressure for recogni­
tion.
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Hinkley Interview. Barbara Hinkley is the immediate 
Past President of the Academic Senate for California Com­
munity Colleges (1981-82) and is serving currently as the 
Chair of the Senate's Educational Policies Committee. Hink­
ley is a sociology instructor at Palomar College. This 
interview was not taped.
We talked about the relationship with the Chancellor's 
Office and she recognized Chancellor Craig and the tremendous 
good he did for the statewide Academic Senate in his support 
for it as the voice of the community college instructor. 
Throughout his tenure as Chancellor, he promoted this role in 
the Senate. He also understood how to work with statewide 
Academic Senates and with the whole concept of the college 
academic senate and the system-wide Academic Senate. Her 
feeling is that Chancellor Hayward does not come from the 
same orientation. While he is not unsupportive of the state­
wide Academic Senate and he goes through all of the motions, 
the Senate is not conceptually a part of his nature as it was 
a part of Craig's nature. She knew Hayward well and has 
worked with him directly in a wide variety of ways. She 
speaks very highly of Gus Guichard as someone who has been 
there for a long period of time, who was competent and sup­
portive conceptually of the Academic Senate. They often have 
not been on the same side of things, but Guichard understands 
the function of an Academic Senate and so they have been able 
to maintain their relationship.
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Paradigm C .
Hinkley has identified, as did Conn, the importance of 
the key players in the historical and current environ­
ment of the Senate. Hinkley characterized the import­
ance of the personality of the individuals in higher 
positions of authority (for instance, the Chancellor) 
and the views and decisions which result in part from 
those individuals.
Concerning how major issues and major positions were 
identified, Hinkley said that the Executive Committee identi­
fied issues the statewide body delegate assembly ought to 
discuss which were circulated and offered for debate at eith­
er the spring or the fall conference. Of course, delegates 
also brought their resolutions and they supported those be­
fore their fellow delegates at the representative delegate 
assembly. These resolutions provided direction for the lead­
ership. That is the substance of how the organization has 
represented the faculty.
Paradigm B, C.
The procedures for debating issues were cast in routine 
procedures (B) but practice dictated that often, while 
the debate was in progress or before it began, delegates 
negotiated for support; i.e., votes, based on their 
individual goals and power base. The result was often a 
modified resolution that came to the floor for debate 
(C).
As an example of typical presidential activities,
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Hinkley related that a typical week would include an appoint­
ment or conference with the Chancellor of the system, testi­
mony before a legislative committee and/or sub-committee, 
appearance before CPEC and probably two speaking engage­
ments.
Paradigm A, B, C .
In a given week with the kinds of activities indenti- 
fied, Hinkley likely operated in a manner typical of all 
three paradigm. Clearly, though, the political over­
tones of Paradigm C dominate the activities she men­
tioned. Each of the activities mentioned occurred in 
conjunction with defined groups or individuals possess­
ing power bases, individual and organizational positions 
and widely differing action pathways.
In the strictest sense, Hinkley said that the leaders of 
the statewide Academic Senate promote collegiality. They 
want to function and be recognized as academic senates in the 
tradition of four-year university systems. The presidency 
has become, in the last two to three years, a full time job 
and was supported that way. The individuals holding certain 
positions in the Senate's organization (President, the Educa­
tional Policies Chair and several others on the Executive 
Committee) were given assigned time by their districts. The 
district was then reimbursed through the statewide Academic 
Senate for that time. This was also the practice of the 
statewide Academic Senates in the University of California
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system and the California State University system. The three 
senates are now very similarly organized.
Paradigm A .
The Senate's desire to be associated with the tradition 
established by the University of California and Cali­
fornia State University senates is an indication of its 
desire to be seen as a focused goal-oriented organiza­
tion which evaluates issues and bases its activity on 
choice from among alternatives.
Callan Interview. Patrick M. Callan is the current 
Director of the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
(CPEC). This is a very influential Commission, as it is 
responsible for assuring that the State's resources for high­
er education are utilized effectively and efficiently and is 
responsible for advising the Governor and Legislature on 
statewide educational policy and funding affecting all of 
postsecondary education. This interview was taped and tran­
scribed.
Prentiss: In general, what's your perspective on the
statewide Academic Senate; what kinds of interactions have 
you had with it; and when have you observed it functioning as 
an organization?
Callan: They've been interested in some of the overall
studies we've done on the community colleges' role and mis­
sion, some of the longitudinal data on community college stu­
dents, work we've done in the areas that are related to the
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educational program itself. We've done a lot of work in the 
area of writing skills here. Our staff was usually at their 
meeting, doing one or two sessions on one subject or another. 
Bill Craig and I, when Bill was Chancellor of the Community 
Colleges, worked pretty hard to try to get some State funding 
for the Senate because we believed that it was necessary to 
have some group that we could consult with about educational 
issues on a statewide basis which wasn't involved in collec­
tive bargaining primarily. The Senate attend our Commission 
meeting if they're interested in an issue.
Paradigm A, C .
Callan has identified the Senate as an organization con­
cerned with issues directly related to its goals and has 
indicated that it chooses from among the issues and 
evaluates its priorities (A). Callan's references to 
his and Craig's efforts to achieve State funding for the 
Senate again reflect the importance of the positions of 
the actors and their analysis of the situation. Action 
was based on the various goals of CPEC and the Chancel­
lor's Office. However, the presence of collective bar­
gaining issues may have stimulated the identification of 
player positions which led to action in behalf of the 
Senate (C).
Once the Board of Governors and Chancellor's Office were 
established, the California community colleges became a sys­
tem— at least on paper. This provided the stimulus for local 
senate presidents to become interested in a statewide
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Academic Senate as it was commonly believed that only a 
statewide senate could coordinate and pool the views of local 
senates into a policy recommendation to the Board of Gover­
nors and to other groups concerned with statewide educational 
matters.
Zoglin Interview. Mary Lou Zoglin was a member of the 
Board of Trustees (1961-1974) and Board of Governors (1974- 
1978). She was in office during the early senate building 
years and when the Senate achieved recognition in Title V.
She is currently an Associate Dean of Alternative Learning 
Systems at Coastline Community College. This interview was 
taped and transcribed.
Prentiss: I'm particularly interested in the history of
the Senate and the kinds of observations and interactions you 
might have had with it, both from the local senate inter­
actions at Foothill and your generalized observations, based 
on your experiences on the Board of Trustees and the Board of 
Governors.
Zoglin: It might be valuable to know that insofar as I
had a platform when I ran for the office the first time, the 
only thing that I truly recall from that platform was the 
desire to have faculty more involved in college decision­
making. My personal feeling was that faculty members should 
play a stronger role than they did at that time. Well, that 
was in 1961 and at my particular college, we did have faculty 
representation on a President's Council and we were certainly
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
160
moving toward faculty input. But I gathered that in a lot of 
the colleges in the State, they did not have that, particu­
larly in the southern part of the State. People down here 
were agitating for some legal right to be involved in college 
decision-making, basically, and that culminated in the law 
establishing Academic Senates.
Prentiss: When you were on the Board of Governors, was
the statewide Academic Senate a contributing body to . . .
Zoglin: Well, I think it was beginning to be because
there certainly were many times from the State level that you 
want to look to faculty representatives. Just as at the 
local level, it was also very frequently necessary at the 
State level to have somebody to turn to. I think, during my 
time there, the Senate was just beginning to establish itself 
statewide. At first, they even had to fight the battle of 
whether there would be a statewide Senate, whether that was 
appropriate or whether they were indeed just local organiza­
tions. As I said, there was a need for a more unique faculty 
voice statewide, because the others were all very clearly 
vested-interest voices . . . the AFT, CTA, and FACCC were all 
private membership organizations whose goal was to improve 
the lot of the faculty person. There was a need for some 
group that was part of the government structure.
Paradigm A, B .
In this rather brief accounting, the events surrounding 
the development of the local senates and the establish­
ment of the statewide Academic Senate are reviewed. In
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Paradigm A behavior, the structure and purpose for the 
organization's existence is established. The acceptance 
of the organization's existence into the larger govern­
mental structure and the routinization of the inter­
actions is characteristic of Paradigm B.
Trapnell Interview. Jean Trapnell is a former English 
teacher at Los Angeles Valley College and has served as a 
member of the Board of Governors, as well as the Board repre­
sentative to CPEC. Her term on the Board expired in 1982.
The Academic Senate achieved recognition and legislative 
funding during her term on the Board. This interview was 
taped and transcribed.
Prentiss: How have you interacted with the Senate; what
is your perspective of the Senate?
Trapnell: I was instrumental in starting the State Sen­
ate right after I got on the Board. It was about 1975 and 
after collective bargaining became a reality. I was a strong 
union person and I think that the union is very important for 
faculty; I was disappointed in the union because almost the 
first item in 1975 that came before the Board had to do with 
the requirements for general education. The vocational 
people wanted to eliminate or water down these requirements. 
When I went to the officials of the union whom I had worked 
with in L.A. and said, "What are we going to do about this?", 
they refused to have anything to do with it and said we 
represent all of the teachers and are not going to take the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
162
part of one against another. And I thought, that's it. We 
need some professional standards. And I brought to the Board 
the idea of recognizing a statewide Academic Senate to main­
tain professional standards. Now I must admit that there 
were conservative enough people on the Board so that I got my 
way because they were anxious to not have the union control 
it either— for different reasons from mine. But I think it 
was a good thing and I think the Senate has done remarkably 
well. I think it's been very professional, very thoughtful.
I admire the people enormously that have been in charge of it 
and I think for a fledgling organization, and at first not 
funded, they've done a remarkable job. They've earned an 
enormous amount of respect.
Paradigm C .
In this brief recounting of the environment in which the 
Senate achieved recognition as the representative of 
community college faculty, Trapnell portrayed the vari­
ous players/actors and their positions in the action 
paths that led to Senate legal recognition. Clearly, 
there was an identification of power bases and how they 
would be shared or balanced. Player positions were 
highly interrelated to their past positions and the 
action taken (that of legal recognition of the Senate) 
reflected various organizational and personal goals.
Here is another indication of the impact collective bar­
gaining issues had on the negotiations and compromises 
that led to the Senate's recognition.
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The next series of interview responses concentrate more 
directly on the respondent's view of the Senate's purposes. 
The respondents represent various elements of the Senate's 
environment.
McCallum Interview. Patrick McCallum, as Executive 
Director and Legislative Advocate for FACCC, interacted with 
the Academic Senate regularly in the highly politicized 
atmosphere of Sacramento where his office is located. This 
interview was taped and transcribed.
Prentiss: I know that you've interacted with the Senate
for over a period of years, both personally and as part of 
you job. What's your perspective of it as a whole?
McCallum: The thing I remember my father (former Senate
president) telling me is that when he testified in the Legis­
lature, he got letters from Gary Hart and John Vasconsellos. 
They were amazed that a group was coming in to talk about 
academic quality issues and not just about money and working 
conditions. I think that's something that the Academic Sen­
ate has followed in the purist sense. It's concerned about 
academic quality within the system. They have consistently 
talked about part-timer issues or about governance issues to 
the Board and the Legislature. I think they have been able 
to keep that image fairly well. I have been with FACCC for 
little over a year and had almost a weekly, if not more than 
that, dialogue with either Leon Baradat or Barbara Hinkley.
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Paradigm A, C .
The reference here was to the commitment the Senate had 
to its goals, to its willingness to address selected 
problems (A). The frequent meetings with Baradat 
(Chair, Academic Senate Educational Policies Committee) 
and Hinkley (immediate Past President) illustrated 
McCallum's recognition of the many players and their 
shared power (C).
McCallum: I have been invited to address ten or 12 or
15 Academic Senates around the State. So I think that it has 
been a cordial and positive working relationship between the 
Academic Senate and FACCC for a number of years. It picked 
up more last year, partially because, I think, they had a 
trust in me because my father used to be a statewide Academic 
Senate President.
Paradigm C .
This is a clear reference to the importance of past 
positions and personalities in organizational behavior.
Pat Callan, Director, CPEC, responding to his view of 
the Senate's purpose.
Prentiss: What do you see as the goals the Senate pur­
sues; what have their major efforts been directed toward?
Callan: I think it's usually improvement of the educa­
tional program. That seems to be what their meetings focus 
on, or on related areas. As far as the people who come in 
here and talk, those are the kinds of things they always are
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most interested in discussing; they don't even complain about 
salaries.
Paradigm A .
The goal focus of the Senate in its concern for educa­
tional improvement provides the basis upon which their 
efforts are directed and leads to such activities as the 
meetings and interactions described.
Hughes Interview. Assemblywoman Teresa Hughes (D., Los 
Angeles) and her Legislative Analyst, Bill Chavez, contri­
buted their perspective about the statewide Senate. At the 
time of the interview, Assemblywoman Hughes was the Chair of 
the Assembly Sub-Committee on Higher Education. She is 
currently the Chair of the Assembly Education Committee.
This interview was not taped.
In response to the question, "What do you consider the 
goals of the statewide Academic Senate?", Chavez indicated 
that they have been issues of quality in education. Hughes 
used the Assembly Bill (2372) on Academic Master Planning 
(which was defeated), which mandated participation by faculty 
and administrators in academic planning, as an example of the 
kinds of issues the Senate supported.
Paradigm A .
The responses of Hughes and Chavez reflected the primary 
concern of the Academic Senate. Again, it is indicative 
of the focused effort by a centralized leadership to
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portray the aims and purposes of the Senate as of pri­
mary importance in its relations with politicians.
Mary Lou Zoglin's responses to questions concerning the 
Senate purpose.
Prentiss: What would you say is the Academic Senate's
purpose and what should the organization really concentrate 
on now and in the next five years?
Zoglin: Well, I guess number one, I think of the Senate
most importantly as being a local. I would like to see the 
main emphasis on being involved in the local college, just as 
administrators as a group should be. I think their most 
important role should be what they're doing in their local 
college. I see the Senate at the State level as primarily 
interested in increasing the power of faculty members within 
the individual colleges. I see that as their primary goal, 
but I guess I don't think that's a worthy goal. There cer­
tainly does need to be some group that the Board of Governors 
can turn to for advice, and I think that is certainly an 
appropriate role.
Prentiss: Can you describe or define what an effective
organization is? How would you characterize an organization 
as effective?
Zoglin: Those would be organizations which have goals
and meet them. Yes, that's a good point and you know, what I 
see as a goal (power for the faculty) of the Academic Senate, 
that may be an implicit rather than an explicit goal. And,
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therefore, the Senate was doing what its expected to; what 
the organization should be doing.
Paradigm A, B .
The two responses clearly indicate recognition of the 
effectiveness of the Senate in portraying its goals to a 
long-time Senate observer (A). Zoglin recognized that 
the Senate's behavior was appropriate because it was 
defined by the Senate's goals (B).
Barbara Hinkley. From Hinkley's point of view, the 
goals of the Academic Senate have never been lost. That is, 
one of the reasons why they have done so well is that they 
are an organization that lives by its goals. It has been 
focused organization. They began and ended their debates by 
asking fundamental questions, such as; Is this issue an Aca­
demic Senate function? Is this one of our goals and objec­
tives, purposes? When I asked Hinkley why she thought the 
Senate had grown so much in influence in the last few years 
she said because we argued positions that were always on the 
"right side." We supported academic standards. We argued 
and supported positions that were pure. It's difficult to 
argue against standards, and it was difficult for the opposi­
tion to argue against the need for a balanced curriculum.
The Senate took positions that are very much in line with the 
goals of the organization and tended always to be "operating 
with the angels; with motherhood and apple piel"
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Paradigm A .
Hinkley has identified the positions taken by the Senate 
as goal based, which is characteristic of the core of 
this paradigm. In her view, the Senate has chosen to 
take positions after careful evaluation of the issues 
and their relationship to the goals of the organiza­
tion.
Jean Trapnell identified what she considered to be two 
problem areas for the Senate. Both were highly interrelated 
to the basic purposes of the Senate; i.e., representation of 
all community college faculty on academic and professional 
concerns and strengthening of local senates.
Trapnell: My first recommendation to the Senate is to
have more representation from and interest in vocational edu­
cation. I wanted them to change their title. I do not like 
the title of Academic Senate. I think it should be Faculty 
Senate.
Prentiss: Academic suggesting too much of the pure
classroom . . .
Trapnell: That's right. And the vocational people are
very touchy about this. They feel that the academic people 
look down on them. And they see it as an academic body. And 
I think that it should be either Academic/Vocational or, bet­
ter than that, Community College Faculty Senate.
Paradigm A, C .
Trapnell referred to a generalized criticism of the
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Senate in which she perceived there to be less than ade­
quate representation of the vocational faculty by the 
Senate. The Senate must first recognize this as a prob­
lem, evaluate the alternatives, including Trapnell's 
suggestion, and make its choices. The willingness of 
the Senate, if it chooses to consider this recommenda­
tion, would be a clear recognition of environmental 
pressures (A). The players/actors (vocational people 
and Trapnell) and their past positions are clearly 
identified (C).
Prentiss: What's your observation concerning the local
Senates?
Trapnell: I think the local Senates are having, at
least I judge by the few that I hear from, a rough time with 
it. They don't have enough power; they don't have release 
time. I don't know whether the power should be, as it is 
now, through the state Senate; certainly that's important.
But I think it's going to be more and more important that the 
local Senates be empowered to carry out, without any ques­
tion, what the statewide Senate now has to gain for them at 
the state level. I think it's going to be very important. 
Paradigm A, B, C .
Trapnell's references to the lack of power in the local 
senates focuses on one of the primary purposes of the 
Academic Senate— that of working to strengthen local 
academic senates (A). The procedures and activities 
which the Senate uses to meet this purpose are critical
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(B), since the implication here is that the gains made 
at the State level by the Senate will be minimized 
unless the sub-units have a share in power bases to 
implement the gains (C).
As the final interview response statement, Andy Mason, 
one of the founders of the Senate and now retired, urged that 
the future be met with a continued dedication to the purpose 
for the Senate's existence.
Prentiss: What do you think is going to happen to the
organization in the next five years?
Mason: I don't know. Of course right now, as long as
they stick to their purpose, I can see it continuing to be a 
strong influence with the Board of Governors and the Legis­
lature because I think they've developed an attitude in those 
bodies that this is an organization that is really dedicated 
to the improvement of education. They're not out there try­
ing to get any self aggrandizement and what they're saying 
generally makes sense. I think so long as they stay in that 
realm and they don't get tied up with anybody, hang them­
selves up with some other group that has some axe to grind, I 
don't see any reason why they can't continue to have a 
strong, maybe even stronger, voice than most.
CCJCA has been after them for years. That's one of the 
major things I fought. Speak your own voice. And if you and 
they happen to agree on an issue, okay, go together and push
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
171
together. I mean to say that the faculty should stand on its 
own.
Paradigm A, C.
Mason has been a strong advocate of adhering to organi­
zational goals and of exhibiting shared axioms and 
images of the organization (A). He recognized that 
there are other organizations in the environment and 
approved joint support of an issue, provided that the 
coalition is a result of choice (C).
Effectiveness Evaluation 
Once the dissecting and sorting of the interviews was 
completed, 9 of the 11 interview respondents had contributed 
viewpoints and knowledge about the Senate purposes. Table 1 
provides a quick reference guide to the names of respondents 
and number of statements analyzed by single or in combina­
tions with other paradigm for this section.
Insert Table 1 about here
Several interesting patterns emerged from the analysis 
of this section. There were 10 statements reflecting Para­
digm A behavior; no Paradigm B behavior; 5 statements 
reflecting Paradigm C. Four categories of paradigm combina­
tions were identified: BC; ABC; AC; AB. No paradigm
dominated the combination statements.
Of the 10 Paradigm A statements evaluated for strength
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Table 1
Effectiveness Indicator of Interview Statements as to 

















Coinbination Par ad igm
A B C B C A B C A C B C
E 3 1 E 1 2 1








E 2 1 E 1 1
ME ME 1
NE NE 1 1
E 1 E 1
ME ME
NE NE 1
E E 1 2
ME ME
NE NE 1
E 1 E 1 1
ME ME 1 1 1
NE NE






* E = Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; NE = Not Effective.
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as indicators of Senate effectiveness, seven were Effective, 
two Moderately Effective, one Not Effective. Five Paradigm C 
statements were evaluated as Effective indicators of Academic 
Senate effectiveness. When totaled, the statements attri­
buting effectiveness of the Senate to a single paradigm 
reflected 12 Effective statements, 1 Moderately Effective and 
1 Not Effective (Table 2).
Six of the nine respondents included in this section 
provided statements about the Academic Senate's behavior 
which were determined to have elements of more than one of 
the paradigm (Table 1). Recall that the analysis of the 
interviews indicated the combination of paradigm and, within 
the analysis, the elements which were appropriate to the 
specific paradigm. These combination statements were further 
analyzed and the strength of the statements in the sub parts 
evaluated as indicators of Senate effectiveness as outlined 
previously. This revealed four Effective statements, two 
Moderately Effective and one Not Effective statements charac­
terizing Paradigm A behavior. Four Effective and one Moder­
ately Effective statements were identifed as reflective of 
Paradigm B behavior. Concerning Paradigm C behavior, four 
Effective, four Moderately Effective and one Not Effective 
statements were identified.
Insert Table 2 about here 
A matrix (Table 2) for the subanalyzed combination
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Summary Tables for Interview Statements by Single and 
Combination Paradigm Indicating Effectiveness Indicator 











A 7 2 1 10
B 0 0 0 0
C 5 0 0 5











A 4 2 1 7
B 4 1 0 5
C 4 4 1 9
| TOTALS 1 12 7 2 21
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statements revealed a total of 12 Effective, 7 Moderately 
Effective and 2 Not Effective statements for all three 
paradigm. Also, there were more Paradigm C behavior 
statements than A or B.
When the effectiveness of the statewide Academic Senate 
is considered in light of the analysis of the interview 
responses, several observations can be made. Considering the 
statements which reflect Paradigm A characteristics, the Sen­
ate was clearly effective in meeting its purposes. The 
respondents also identified the Senate as effective when 
Paradigm C behavior was observed. This may seem inconsistent 
unless the importance of organizational goals to all three 
paradigm and to most definitions of organizational effective­
ness are understood. Also, Paradigm C behavior identifies 
the fact that an actor's personal goals and the organiza­
tion's goals often converge and result in organizational 
effectiveness.
The presence of Paradigm B behavior in the combination 
statements was an example of the way in which organizational 
routines mediate Paradigm A and Paradigm C behaviors. Also, 
the standard procedures which operate tend to be identifiable 
and, therefore, used by the actor in illustrating his/her 
response.
The primary observation for this section was the emerg­
ence and presence of combinations of behaviors characterizing 
the effectiveness of the Academic Senate as the actors re­
vealed their thoughts and knowledge about the organization.
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Not only were the combinations of paradigm identified but the 
indications were that the Senate was at least Moderately 
Effective in its behavior when juxtaposed against the various 
paradigm effectiveness characteristics.
Interestingly, respondent groups to the questionnaire 
provided a similar, at least Moderately Effective, evaluation 
of the Senate effectiveness in meeting its goals and pur­
poses. The nature of the questionnaire eliminated the possi­
bility of combination statements so all statements were 
juxtaposed against Paradigm A.
2. Effectiveness of Senate Activities
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges is 
democratically founded in its representation of the faculty 
of the community colleges when speaking on academic and pro­
fessional matters. The organization's primary responsibility 
is to make recommendations to the Board of Governors on edu­
cational issues such as academic standards, credentialing, 
curriculum, accreditation, professional growth, and other 
issues surrounding educational quality.
The Senate's involvement in academic and professional 
matters and, therefore, its representation of the college 
faculty occurs through a wide variety of activities, includ­
ing sponsoring semi-annual conferences, forums on contro­
versial topics, such as evaluation, basic skills, collective 
bargaining, academic standards. Senate members and officers 
serve on Chancellor's advisory committees, the Accreditation
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Commission and visitation teams, Intersegmental Committee 
(CSU, DC, CC Academic Senate representatives), CPEC study 
committees and many, many others.
In 1978, the Board of Governors unanimously recognized 
the Senate as the representative of community college faculty 
concerning academic and professional matters. In 1980, the 
Legislature provided partial funding to accomplish the kinds 
of activities expected of a statewide senate. The University 
of California and California State University senates have 
set the example and provided the tradition of faculty partic­
ipation in governance in California. Recognition of the 
statewide Academic Senate provided the basis for continuing 
this policy and for making the community colleges equal part­
ners with the University of California and California State 
University in providing the best postsecondary education pos­
sible for students in California.
The combination of recognition and funding provided the 
Senate with an official place in the governance structure, 
thus assuring committee appointments and the necessary cre­
dentials, as well as financial support to represent faculty.
The activities undertaken in attempting to meet the 
purpose of the Senate have been very diverse. Efforts to 
coordinate and communicate the faculty point of view have 
taken many forms during the Senate's short (15-year) history. 
Responses analyzed in the following section are those of a 
wide variety of people who interact and participate with the 
Senate.
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Edith Conn, Executive Committee member and Past Presi­
dent (1977-78), offers the initial commentary in relation to 
the age-old problem of communication.
Prentiss: Talking about communication, what about the
newsletter and the various efforts at communication that have 
been made by the Senate?
Conn: None of them have been satisfactory. When you
read the resolutions from the spring session, you know that 
the woman from Yuba College was very distressed. I think if 
we had a reliable office staff, although not everybody agrees 
with me, the Executive Committee's minutes could be sent out 
to the populace. The argument against that is two-fold: one
is you can't send out unapproved minutes; the second one is 
they are too long. Both of those are really not valid. They 
can be overcome. They're mechanical things. Another concern 
is that the Senate may meet in September and the minutes 
would not be approved until October. By that time, the 
material is outdated or the people don't understand the argu­
ments. I bring it up every year. We've had various elabor­
ate schemes over the years. One of them was, and I remember 
doing this as Secretary, that the secretary would make a sum­
mation of the minutes and send that to one person in each 
area and that person would send it to the colleges in the 
area. None of these ideas ever worked out. The woman from 
Yuba brought this up but she wasn't alone. If you go through 
all the resolutions— and you'll see various resolutions— the 
implication in the end is we like what the Executive
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Committee is doing. We like the prestige of the Senate, but 
we are worried that maybe (a) it has too much power; (b) it 
doesn’t let us know what it is doing. Despite the newsletter 
to local presidents and despite other kinds of communication, 
none of that equals the specifics of the minutes.
Paradigm A, B.
The Senate Executive Committee seems to be at logger­
heads with itself. On the one hand, it is goal-oriented 
and wants to convey a strong centralized, rational lead­
ership which communicates its activities in the most 
accurate fashion (A). But its routines are not compat­
ible with the desires of the membership (B). Though 
Conn has indicated that a variety of procedures have 
been tried, an impasse exists between the desire for 
centralized, uniform control of the information for the 
sake of clarity and accuracy (A) and the need of the 
sub-units to have information from a coordinated but 
unique leadership (B).
Prentiss: How was the President's newsletter estab­
lished?
Conn: Wanda Munson (President, 1967-77) started it.
She did a "What is the President of the Senate doing; what is 
the Senate in particular doing?" type of newsletter. It was 
just hard for her to keep that up with everything else she 
had to do. And, of course, the Senate had no funds. It was 
just impossible for her to do. But she did start it and she
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started the directory. There never really was a directory of 
local senate presidents before that time.
Paradigm B .
The newsletter and directory represent early attempts at 
coordinated activities and of establishing standard 
operating procedures. Recognizing the importance of the 
Senate's environment, Munson was attempting to standard­
ize the Senate's interaction with it.
The following comments are those of Barbara Hinkley, 
immediate Past President (1981-82).
In discussing the problems of communication, it seems 
that one of the biggest criticisms or one of the great sensi­
tivities of the officers of the Executive Committee is hear­
ing from the local senate presidents or delegates that they 
didn't get the information and don't know what's happening.
At the extreme is the suggestion that the president and the 
Executive Committee are not representing the community col­
lege faculty member because they didn't ask them what their 
opinion was first.
Hinkley's response to this kind of criticism was that 
the Executive Committee mailed voluminous amounts of mater­
ials, pretty concise information, and that she felt that more 
had been done during her term of office in the way of keeping 
local presidents informed than ever before. Her concern and 
the Committee's is that the local senate presidents may not 
be disseminating the information and not only that, they may
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not be reading it. I told her that I thought it might be 
interesting to see what the results of this study's question­
naire will be, since those are some of the questions that 
will be directed to the faculty members. We speculated that 
the results will indicate that the community college faculty 
member doesn't understand how their local senate activities 
relate to the statewide Academic Senate and how the statewide 
Academic Senate relates to any other body. She didn't know 
either, she said, until she got to working with it directly. 
So it becomes very difficult to try to solve the communica­
tion problems
Paradigm B .
Hinkley voiced a genuine concern for the problem of how 
to keep the Senate members informed about how they are 
being represented. The Senate is structured on princi­
ples of democratic representation. The Executive Com­
mittee members are elected by the voting delegates— one 
per college— and these delegates are elected by the 
local senates. The standard procedure was for the com­
munication to be channeled along these paths and in both 
directions. Representation is based on rather rigid 
procedures where information was provided by the sub­
units to the elected officers and by the officers to the 
membership through the representatives.
The activities or output of the Senate were founded in 
the resolutions developed and debated by the delegates 
and officers at the semi-annual conferences. This
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prescriptive process may, at times, inhibit the work of 
the elected officers because position statements may be 
required in advance of a conference, causing the Execu­
tive Committee to be criticized for not asking the dele­
gates to debate the issues first.
Hinkley said that she worked very hard producing period­
ic reports which were sent to the local senate presidents in 
an effort to keep them informed. A major break-through for 
the Senate was to achieve an agreement with the Chancellor's 
Office that every local senate president would be included in 
the distribution list of most mailings, especially if the 
subject has anything to do with the curriculum or with aca­
demic and professional behavior. The Senate considered that 
to be a major victory. If the local senate presidents will 
disseminate the information, she said, the community college 
faculty will be very well informed.
Paradigm B .
In addition to the Senate distributing information to 
local senate presidents, the Senate was successful in 
establishing a procedure whereby the Chancellor's Office 
would distribute its directives directly to local senate 
presidents. This procedure has been in effect since 
1981 and is yet another example of the Senate leadership 
working to standardize interaction with its environ­
ment.
Patrick McCallum, Executive Director of FACCC,
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considered the attainment of funding from the Legislature by 
the Senate as critical to the effectiveness of the Senate's 
activities.
Prentiss: Have you observed what you'd consider to be
any real turning points in the development of the Academic 
Senate?
McCallum: The turning point was when they got funding
from the State. Their conferences have been much better. 
There have been more conferences; the Executive Committee 
meets once a month; they're able to send their president to 
Sacramento more often. I think that was a big turning point 
for them. They're just able to be much more visible.
Paradigm B .
The Senate's success at routinizing its funding provided 
the opportunity to standardize its interaction with the 
environment— (FACCC, CPEC, Legislature, BoG, etc., its 
membership, the Executive Committee).
Mary Lou Zoglin believed that the state funding provided 
the Senate with a way to perform its activities, especially 
those in Sacramento, more effectively. But, Zoglin felt that 
there should be less concentration on statewide activities.
Zoglin: I had not thought of this earlier. I think, to
me, the most dangerous part of the Academic Senate is that 
the Senators see the State as an instrument for getting 
things they cannot get locally and therefore they go to the 
State and ask the State to lay down rules and regulations
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which, then, everybody in the State has to follow. I feel 
this is a major problem because I think it brings everyone 
back to the level of mediocrity; to a middle level.
Paradigm B.
This statement represented an observation of the Senate
as operating primarily in a standardized model.
Edith Conn has been active in the Senate activities 
since 1970 and is recognized as a Senate archivist with sub­
stantial credentials.
Prentiss: What do you think are the most important
things that the Senate has done; where it made its biggest 
impact?
Conn: Probably by participating in the studies of the
Chancellor's Office which, in turn, has affected our local 
policies. One example would be the grading study that Mary 
Amber-Villa was the chair of. And then the General Education 
and Associate Degree Committee that Lloyd DeGarmo was a chair 
of. These were Chancellor's committees and Senate people 
that chaired them. Another example is the course classifica­
tion which we didn't chair. But Leon (Baradat), as you know, 
was a very strong Senator and wrote the report and has been 
goading Jerry (Hayward) about it ever since. I think those, 
in terms of the statewide impact, would be extremely impor­
tant, plus the latest, working with the Deans of Instruction, 
the AS-CIO Committee. They're doing all kinds of things
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together. I understand the Telecommunications Committee is 
very active and is chaired by an Academic Senate appointee.
Prentiss: Those are activities which have occurred
since 1978. I'm just trying to determine what preceded 
them.
Conn: One would have been evaluation, the thing, as we 
say, saved tenure but brought in instructor evaluation every 
two years. The big deal over collective bargaining. The 
Senate really was instrumental in saving local senates. We 
have had innumerable conferences on collective bargaining and 
resolutions that define what we felt the role of the Senate 
should be in placing restrictions on collective bargaining.
We were instrumental in the passage of SB 160 (the collective 
negotiations law) which provided that the role of local sen­
ates not be tampered with by collective bargaining. We were 
very instrumental in the study on basic skills; sought con­
tinued support for the teaching of basic skills; asked for 
restrictions on what would apply for the associate degree. 
That really led into some of the credit/non-credit course 
classification issues.
Prentiss: Which also is directly related to the asso­
ciate degree changes . . . it's kind of a web, isn't it?
Conn: Yes, one thing led to another.
Paradigm B, C .
Once the routine procedures are in place; i.e., right of 
appointments to key committees and standardized inter­
action with the various elements of the environment
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occur, the various loosely coordinated activities of the 
organization become its aggregate behavior. In Paradigm 
B, the appropriate behavior of the loosely coordinated 
sub-units is defined by the organizational goals. Conn 
hinted at the importance of the players who are acting 
as committee chairs or members. This is more character­
istic of Paradigm C.
Prentiss: Can you refresh my memory about the Senate's
evaluation conference?
Conn: The conference would have been in the fall of
1970 because it was when Yates Greer was President and he was 
big on evaluation.
Prentiss: That was the year after the Stull Bill came
in and before the Rodda Bill was passed and implemented.
(Both Bills require evaluation of instructors. Stull per­
tains to K-12; Rodda to community colleges.) As it turned 
out, that was a particularly influential conference for Mira- 
Costa's evaluation procedure. I can see the direct relation­
ship between our evaluation procedure and that conference.
Conn: That was true with Ventura, too. So that was
Yates Greer's doing.
Paradigm A, B, C .
Prior to the time the Stull and Rodda Bills were passed, 
there was a strong pressure throughout California to 
eliminate tenure for teachers. The Rodda Bill repre­
sented a compromise, hammered out in conjunction with 
faculty, administrators and legislators— many actors,
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many leaders, much conflict and compromise (C).
Early in the controversy, the Senate analyzed the crit­
icisms as founded in the need for effective and regular 
evaluation. Tenure, in the eyes of the critics, pre­
vented effective evaluation. The Senate responded to 
the threat to tenure with position directed in support 
of evaluation (A). In a collegial attempt to coordinate 
the many sub-units, faculty, administration, trustees 
and their various sub-groups, a statewide workshop/con­
ference was called, inviting representatives from facul­
ty, administration, and trustees from each campus to 
address the evaluation issues. The conference was well 
attended and a common information base was built (B).
As the year wore on, every characteristic of Paradigm C 
came into operation, culminating in the Rodda Bill. 
Prentiss: it seems that the Senate became very well
known just prior to Proposition 13; some of this recognition 
seems to be associated with a survey that went to all col­
leges from the Senate in 1976 on grading standards.
Conn: Oh, that was Leon Baradat on Academic Standards.
I was President then.
Prentiss: In talking with Baradat the other day, I said
I remembered that survey because I was so interested at the 
time in how it was being conducted. He said he thought that 
maybe one of the results of the survey was that it provided 
the Senate with information that nobody else had at that
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point, plus the times were such that everybody became inter­
ested in grade inflation.
Conn: It probably has to do with Leon (I'm sure it was 
his idea). It was called the Academic Standards Committee 
originally, and then we changed it to the Educational Pol­
icies Committee. That was Leon's Committee. It caused a lot 
of controversy, and it provided recognition for the Senate.
It did get the attention of CPEC, although it's taken years 
for CPEC to really recognize the Senate.
Paradigm B, C .
Conn's reference to the Academic Standards Committee 
identified the Committee as a vital sub-unit of the Sen­
ate which gathered and contributed information about 
academic standards and grading policies unavailable from 
any other source. Use of this information became part 
of the Senate's aggregate behavior (B). Again, Conn 
hinted at the importance of the individual player— in 
this case Leon Baradat— which characterizes Paradigm C.
Patrick M. Callan, CPEC Director, provided an interest­
ing assessment of the ways in which the Senate can play an 
effective role which was not identified in any definitions of 
effectiveness.
Prentiss: Of the most recent issues that the Senate's
been involved with, such as the accreditation, general 
education, Associate Degree, academic standards, grading
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policy, which do you think the organization influenced the 
most?
Callan: I honestly don't know. I mean, if you ask me
that question about 10 issues that the Commission has been 
involved in and ask me to assess which one we have influenced 
the most or the least, it would be real hard. It is just too 
complicated to do that kind of sorting out. A lot depends on 
what you consider to be effective. I have a feeling that a 
lot of times, just the existence of an organization that's 
trying to protect the quality in the institutions keeps the 
worst from happening, even when it may be wrong in its posi­
tion or when it loses. A lot of it is the environment. I 
think the one thing that the Senate has done, too, is that 
it's pretty much maintained its independence, which I like.
I don't think it feels compelled to go the way of any other 
community college organization or group in the State. A lot 
of times there's been an issue in which the Senate sort of 
struck out on its own, at least in the sense of not joining 
up with another group, when there was a group.
Paradigm A, B, C .
Callan recognized the importance of the Senate's goal 
focus and independence, in spite of environmental pres­
sures (A). Callan developed an interpretation of effec­
tiveness behavior in this response which rested on (1) 
identifying the complex environment in which the Senate 
operates; (2) assessing the Senate's influence (very 
difficult); (3) recognizing the value of routinized
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presence and visibility as a means for accomplishing 
some results (C,B).
Norbert Bischof who, like Edith Conn, has been active in 
the Senate for a long period of time, offered the following 
observation as the Fall 1983 Conference was coming to a 
close. He volunteered that he had a sense of a "coming 
together of the Senate;" of focused ideas and consensus to 
support academic standards, i.e., minimum competencies; of a 
desire to consult and participate; of less parochialism. 
Paradigm C .
Bischoff's observation recognizes the coordinated effort 
and the behavior that the goals of the Senate define as 
appropriate. The consensus about minimum competencies 
is a significant organizational output.
Jean Trapnell, former Board of Governors member ( 1978— 
1982), has observed and interacted with the Senate over a 
number of years. In discussing her view of the Senate, Trap­
nell listed several concrete observations about Senate activ­
ities and suggested some courses of action for the Senate.
Trapnell: I have received the resolutions each year and
have been pleased, generally, by the resolutions the Senators 
passed. But I have seen no emphasis of any real follow-up.
If the opportunity arises, they have this background of 
believing in this or believing in that, but there is a lot of 
time and thought spent by faculty members in bringing these
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resolutions up and getting them passed and there's no follow- 
up. For example, the community colleges are the only level 
of education that does not have entrance standards and they 
suffer a lot from this, particularly from CPEC. My sugges­
tion was, and it was adopted by CPEC as one of the best 
suggestions several years ago and finally adopted by the Sen­
ate, that nobody in the community colleges be allowed to take 
a credit course who does not have either a high school 
diploma or has not passed the competency exam in high school.
I know the exams differ, but they could arrange with the 
local high schools for their people who have not taken the 
exam to take it before they're allowed to register for credit 
classes for the Associate Degree.
Prentiss: Any credit classes, not just transfer level,
any credit classes.
Trapnell: Any credit classes. The Senate passed that
but the leadership has done nothing to bring it up. Now it 
may be that the Senate feels it's necessary to keep some 
resolutions in the background until the organization is more 
powerful. But the Senate has a perfect right to go to the 
Education Policy Committee of the Board and say, the Senate 
passed these resolutions and request that they be taken up 
with the Board; canvas the members as to whether they will 
make it a Board item, an agenda item. I think the Board 
would be happy with it because the Board wants to take 
leadership. But it has no way of doing it unless it's fed by 
groups like the Senate or the unions or the trustees.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
192
Paradigm A, B .
The process of resolution writing is fundamental to the 
way the Senate establishes its positions. The informa­
tion which supports the resolutions is provided by the 
sub-units of the Senate and is critical to the coor­
dinated leadership behavior (B). The implication here 
is that the Executive Committee may have decided not to 
advocate this resolution (A) or that its standard pro­
cedures allowed this resolution to be overlooked (B). 
Trapnell: I looked over the latest Annual Report and I
think the number of committees is overwhelming. Incidental­
ly, the same people appear on any number of committees.
There are 14 Chancellor's committees in which the Senate has 
members; 3 Senate committees; 9 liaison committees; and 6 
more with community college organizations. Now that means 
that a fairly small group of people participate on all the 
committees. For instance, there is one member that is on six 
committees.
I think there is not enough delegation of authority to 
make statewide decisions. It seems to me that the Executive 
Committee should have more power and maybe one or two people 
should have more power; I don't know. That may come with 
time.
Paradigm A .
Trapnell's criticisms are based on what she perceives as 
the Executive Committee's tendency to be composed of 
individuals who are long-time participants in the Senate
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and of the tendency to appoint a small group of indi­
viduals to committees. This behavior is characteristic 
of the Paradigm A behavior demonstrated by a rational, 
unified, leadership which is centrally controlled and 
whose representatives can convey shared axioms and 
images.
Robert Prescott served as President of the California 
Community College Trustees and President of the MiraCosta 
Community College District Board of Trustees simultaneously 
in 1981-1982. His comments were directed toward the value of 
activities which promote interaction with faculty and they 
with trustees— key actors in each other’s environments.
Prescott: I did attend the Senate meetings and, once, I
think I was the only Trustee there at the conference. I 
found it very beneficial to me to be there and then, of 
course, I represented CCCT to the Senate. I enjoyed it 
because, frankly, I found that it was helpful to me and I 
think helpful to the association to have somebody there from 
the outside. I learned a lot just by sitting and listening 
to professionals talk among themselves. You get into a lot 
of details and mechanical problems and, in those terms, I 
think it reveals a lot of attitudes that don't ordinarily 
come forth. So I found out a lot and at the same time, I was 
able to occasionally interpose an idea to bring people back 
to reality.
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Paradigm C .
Prescott recognized the mutual value of hearing other 
players' position statements and how past positions and 
personality affect their analysis of the situation. 
Prentiss: Do you see that the leadership in CCCT is
going to continue to have an interest in some kind of an 
association with the Senate?
Prescott: I think they should. Whether they do or not,
I think probably depends somewhat on the personalities 
involved. There are some of us who felt this is necessary 
and also had the time and interest to devote to it. I think 
there is a recognition that this "press servicing" of ideas, 
if nothing else, is extremely beneficial. I know I certainly 
tried to promote it. Francis Compton (Past President, CCCT) 
did also.
Paradigm C .
Prescott recognizes clearly the the importance of indi­
vidual players in determing the continuation of organi­
zational activities. This is especially true where 
informal activities are concerned.
Gus Guichard is Executive Vice Chancellor for the 
California Community Colleges. In a discussion between 
meetings at the Fall 1982 Conference, he shared some of his 
preliminary thoughts about the Senate's need to identify 
potential Academic Senate leaders. This interview was not 
taped.
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Months earlier, Guichard spoke at the Spring 1982 Senate 
Conference and recounted the Senate's many past achievements 
and its current meaningful contributions which have resulted 
in a focused organization whose advice is being sought by 
CPEC, the Legislature, Board of Governors, and Chancellor's 
Office. Concommitant with this change in status, Guichard 
challenged the Senate to address organizational issues: 
development of a core of leadership trainees, assurance of a 
representative membership, commitment to the whole community 
college system. He concluded by commending the Senate for 
advancing the causes of quality education and open access 
(Note 7).
When the opportunity to interview Guichard arose, the 
remarks outlined above provided the central theme. Guichard 
indicated a real concern for the apparent lack of a "leader­
ship training program" within the Senate. He didn't see any 
plan and for leadership development. He believed that for 
the Senate to progress and maintain its momentum, the organi­
zation would have to begin an effort to actively train and 
provide Senate members with appropriate leadership exper­
iences.
Paradigm A .
The suggestion made by Guichard for a planned program 
that is an ongoing one is characteristic of this para­
digm. The Senate must first evaluate the suggestion and 
identify the problem. The activity represents an organ­
izational choice (A).
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Guichard expressed the concern that many of the same 
faces are seen year after year and, while this has advan­
tages, there are disadvantages, too. He indicated that cred­
ibility based on individuals is short-lived. When they 
leave, so does the credibility— and he had the feeling that 
this was the current situation.
Paradigm A .
Guichard's main concern was that he doesn't think the 
Senate has recognized the problem he has identified yet 
because the organization is so busy reacting to and 
dealing with current problems. Guichard suggested that 
strong, unified action on the part of the centralized 
leadership was an organizational choice of primary 
importance.
The concern identified by the Modesto College Senate 
president in the "Local Senates, Local Concerns Session" of 
the Fall 1982 Conference was that the senate presidents often 
don't have leadership skills and urged the Senate to provide 
workshops to help senate presidents. While talking, Guichard 
developed a suggestion which he said he hadn't thought about 
previously. His suggestion was that the Senate adopt a plan 
and seek foundation funding for the purpose of identifying 
potential leaders and providing them with opportunities to 
experience a wide variety of activities— preparing and 
testifying before legislative committees, interacting with 
committee members, working with CPEC, etc. Included should 
be some form of financial support for the participants.
kI
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Paradigm A, B .
Both the Modesto College Senate President and Guichard 
have identified an interrelated problem. Often leader­
ship is identified in the local senates and is tapped by 
the Senate. Both are suggesting that the Senate act on 
their suggestions and identify, evaluate, consider 
alternatives and make organizational choices in a Para­
digm A manner. Also, both individuals have provided 
concrete suggestions for programs and procedures to 
address the problems and make the programs ongoing 
organizational activities (B).
Effectiveness Evaluation 
The actors interviewed provided insight to the effec­
tiveness of the activities of the statewide Academic Senate. 
In revealing their knowledge and insight, they identified 
behavior reflective of all three paradigm. Once again, the 
statements analyzed illustrated single paradigm and paradigm 
in combination behavior characteristics (Table 3).
Insert Table 3 about here
Nine of the 11 respondents were included in this sec­
tion. They contributed statements about the Senate activi­
ties, including three which illustrated Paradigm A behavior, 
five Paradigm B and three Paradigm C behavior. When the 
strength of each statement was juxtaposed against the
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Table 3
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E 1 E 1
ME 1 ME 1
NE NE
* E = Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; NE = Not Effective.
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effectiveness criteria of the paradigm behavior, a total of 
eight statements were viewed as Effective— two, Paradigm A; 
four, Paradigm B; two, Paradigm C (Table 4). Three state­
ments were considered Moderately Effective— one reflecting 
behavior characteristic of each paradigm. There were no Not 
Effective statements when the responses were juxtaposed 
against a single paradigm.
Insert Table 4 about here
Four of the respondents in this section contributed AB, 
BC and ABC combination statements (Table 3). Note that Para­
digm B was present in all combinations. Using the method 
described previously, the combination statements were sub­
analyzed and revealed five Paradigm A, seven Paradigm B and 
four Paradigm C statements. When these statements were eval­
uated as indicators of effectiveness based on the previously 
outlined criteria, a total of 11 statements (3 A; 6 B; 2 C) 
were Effective. Three were Moderately Effective (2 A? 1 B) 
and two Not Effective (C) (Table 4). Whether the statements 
identified behavior of a single paradigm or paradigm in 
combination, Paradigm B behavior characteristics dominated 
this section (Table 3 K
There is little question that the activities of an 
organization often reflect its purposes and function. The 
survey items discussed in Chapter VI indicate a variety of 
activities in this section of the questionnaire which
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Table 4
Summary Tables for Interview Statements by Single and 
Combination Paradigm Indicating Effectiveness Indicator 











A 2 1 0 3
B 4 1 0 5
C 2 1 0 3
TOTALS 8 3 0 11










A 3 2 0 5
B 6 1 0 7
C 2 0 2 4
TOTALS 11 3 2 16
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reflect Paradigm A behavior. The respondents to the survey 
evaluated the Senate Not Effective to Moderately Effective 
concerning the identified activities, while those interviewed 
evaluated the Senate as very Effective in their observations 
about the activities of the Academic Senate.
The point is not to compare the responses to concrete 
questionnaire statements with the responses of elite respond­
ents. Rather, it is to offer an observation. It appears 
that the opportunity to provide an expanded explanation of 
one's knowledge or insight about the effectiveness of Senate 
activities which reflect organizational goals may identify 
behavior which is more often characteristic of the routines 
and procedures of Paradigm B. Further, the opportunity to 
add detail to one's response may account for the Effective 
evaluation of Senate activities provided by those inter­
viewed. Clearly, knowledge about the Senate of those inter­
viewed (and the opportunity to express it) was the single 
most important factor contributing to their evaluation of the 
Academic Senate.
Once again, there were distinct examples of the behavior 
of several paradigm being observed simultaneously and effec­
tively.
3. Effectiveness of Senate Representation
In response to the questionnaire, one college president 
included the comment: "No one person or organization 'bats
1000' in these hectic and complex arenas." A senate
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president commented: "It is probably impossible to represent
the great diversity which exists." This comment was recived 
from a faculty member: "I think in educational matters the
Senate has been terrific. In response to 'new' types of 
students, very conservative." Another faculty respondent 
commented: "The Academic Senate has become 'too academic'
and is overly concerned with standards. Also, it seldom 
reflects the concerns of vocational education."
The success of the Senate in representing faculty pro­
fessional concerns is based largely on the willingness of 
individuals to be active in local governance and, subsequent­
ly, to participate in statewide Senate activities. The 
organizational structure is democratic and representative. 
Through this process, albeit a filtering process, the Senate 
leadership receives its strongest indication about how to 
represent faculty. There is great diversity with the com­
munity college faculty and in the total environment of the 
Senate.
The interview responses that follow center on repre­
sentation and its relationship to leadership in the Senate.
Mary Lou Zoglin offered her observations from the very 
broad perspective of the need for one voice to speak for the 
faculty to the Board of Governors and other agencies.
Prentiss: You mentioned that you could see some prob­
lems or had experienced some problems with the concept of a 
single voice as representative . . .
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Zoglin: Number one, it's very difficult to get a state­
wide voice. We have a Board of Governors not because the 
Legislature wanted to run a system, but because the legis­
lators wanted one voice for the colleges.
Paradigm A .
There is a certain futility about the desire of any 
organization to be the sole voice of so many diverse 
others or to have to listen to only one voice. The 
"sole voice" syndrome is an attempt to at least control, 
or even eliminate, many of the behavior characteristics 
of Paradigm C.
Zoglin: I think the problem often with the faculty
voice for the community colleges is one of numbers. You have 
107 colleges that are all so different. You have one or two 
faculty representatives on the committee and, depending upon 
what kind of college they come from, their own experiences 
are absolutely different. So when you get to the State 
level, you have a committee on which you will have two or 
three faculty people, a couple administrators, and a couple 
trustees. The trustees and administrators are more likely to 
have been involved in the whole picture in their own dis­
trict. Whereas when faculty representatives come, the Senate 
has developed a cadre of maybe a dozen people over the years 
who do have the broader picture, from a discipline/orienta­
tion. A faculty representative on a committee for general 
education or something like that might have wildly different 
views from any other faculty member and from anyone else on
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the committee. Therefore, when the Senate speaks before the 
Board of Governors as the Senate and with its leadership, I 
think that it's in good shape. I think it's more a problem 
when the Board of Governors says to the Senate (and I happen 
to think it is the right way to appoint members to a commit­
tee), we need two or three members to be on this committee. 
They can turn out to be people who aren't truly representa­
tive of the faculty voice statewide. That, to me, has been a 
very ^reat weakness of the Senate at the State level.
Paradigm C .
The players and their positions are identified with the 
implication that their actions are often based on incon­
sistent objectives and a wide variety of personal and 
professional goals.
Patrick M. Callan, as Director of CPEC, has the oppor­
tunity to observe and interact with a wide variety of indi­
viduals representing organizations.
Prentiss: How would you characterize the leadership of
the Senate that you've come in contact with?
Callan: I would say that we've had some people who have
been just first rate. I have done this kind of work for 11 
years in three different states, and I'd say we've had some 
people who have been as competent and thoughtful and effec­
tive in playing the leadership role as any faculty leaders 
that I've ever dealt with. We've had some that have been 
just kind of "out-of-it." Probably did no good or did no
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harm. Again this is from my perspective, from up here. And 
we've had at least one that's been, maybe because of personal 
style more than substance, just terribly abrasive and not 
well received. It's just real hard; I mean, it's all a func­
tion of people in the last analysis and no organization is 
going to be able to cough up an outstanding person every time 
around, I don't think. The best people probably have been a 
little better than most others. As soon as you get into any 
kind of statewide responsibilities in the State, in any seg­
ment, it's just a whole sort of different environment.
You're dealing with people and organizations that you've 
never heard of before. I think it's fairly perplexing. 
Paradigm C .
Characteristic of this paradigm is its display of the 
players as vital to producing organizational action. 
Callan's description of the Senate players illustrates 
the importance of their personalities, positions, and 
behaviors.
Prentiss: From your observations and interactions work­
ing with the university's senates and the statewide Academic 
Senate, do you think they really represent their constitu­
encies effectively?
Callan: I think the problem with the community college
Senate that the other two Senates don't have is just that the 
other two Senates are relating to a centralized, legally con­
stituted governing board. The two problems that I see with 
this community college Senate, one, and it's a fairly common
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criticism, the Senate's strength around the State is uneven. 
There are areas of the State where there isn't much interest 
and there isn't much going on, and there are areas where the 
Senate is fairly significant. Secondly, I think the Senate 
tends to represent the more academically-oriented faculty 
which is not all the community colleges are.
Paradigm B, C .
The basic criticism here is a structural one over which 
the Senate has no control which addresses the community 
college system problem of having one Board of Governors 
attempting to govern the system but with each district 
having its own local board of trustees. Consequently, 
local senates and the Academic Senate must interact with 
districts and State agencies. As a result, great diver­
sity in governance has been present, making any central­
ly controlled, unified leadership difficult. What is 
left is a loosely coordinated group of sub-units (local 
senates) which may be very parochial in interests (B). 
The indication that the Senate's influence throughout 
the State is uneven and that it tends to respresent the 
more academically-oriented faculty are criticisms which 
were discussed most recently, to some exent, in the Sen­
ate President's day-long workshop which was part of the 
Fall 1982 Conference (C). Apparently, the procedures, 
programs and coordination of sub-units by which the Sen­
ate operates have not been addressing these problems 
adequately— at least from Callan's perspective (B).
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The question as to whether the Senate represents all of 
the community college faculty has been raised previously. In 
response to how the teaching disciplines were reflected in 
the Executive Committee, Edith Conn offered her perspective, 
extending over thirteen years.
Prentiss: Do you have any feel for the teaching disci­
plines that are reflected in Executive Committee?
Conn: We've tried to balance them in the past. I think
it just kind of goes in waves. There was a time when Don 
McCuen and Walt McCallum were chemistry teachers. But lately 
we have Jonnah Laroche, Tyra Duncan-Hall and Susan Pettit who 
all run tutoring centers. We have, I think, three foreign 
language teachers— Alexandrina Esparza, Alfredo Mendoza and 
Carmen Decker all teach Spanish. I think Steve Ruis teaches 
chemistry. Barbara Hinkley teaches sociology. Bob Silverman 
is in biology. Leon Baradat was a political scientist.
Prentiss: Have you ever come across any others in 
dance, physical education?
Conn: I don't think anyone else (Conn teaches in these
areas) has ever been elected. Where we have been weak is in 
the vocational areas. You know, we really haven't had, as I 
recall, someone like a welding teacher. We had several 
business people, like Len Herzstein and others, in the past. 
There were one or two treasurers who taught accounting.
Paradigm A .
The Senate has been recognized as the representative for
the California community college faculties. Here is an
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identified problem for which the Senate has not yet 
chosen a course of action to establish procedures which 
would attempt to guarantee stronger representation from 
vocational areas.
During the interview with Barbara Hinkley, we talked 
extensively about what motivated her to become President, how 
she felt once she was in office, and whether she had given 
consideration to running for a second term. She said that 
initially she was interested in specific issues and resolving 
some of those issues. This was in her early days of partici­
pating in the Senate. Then, as she became more involved in 
the statewide Academic Senate during the period of time she 
was Treasurer, she began to become very aware of the inter­
relationships of a given issue to a philosophical grounding. 
That philosophical foundation about the relationship of indi­
vidual issues to a bigger picture then grew into a broader 
understanding as she became more involved with the Senate.
It became a much broader understanding of how community col­
leges interfaced with each other, with other segments of 
higher education, with the State Legislature, and, of course, 
the economy in general.
Much of what Hinkley and I discussed had to do with her 
most immediate experience as Senate President. She's been 
active in the Senate for about five years, following her term 
of office as Senate President at Palomar College. It was as 
a local president that she first came in contact with the
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Academic Senate. By her own admission, she did not know the 
relationship between the two organizations at the time she 
was elected President of her local senate.
We discussed the leadership role of the Academic Senate 
President and the question of how the Executive Committee or 
statewide Senate identified and encouraged potential leaders. 
She stated that the program for leadership identification was 
somewhat unstructured, but the foundation was a form of net­
working. Also, she indicated several examples of individuals 
who just emerged. Local senate presidents and delegates 
attend conferences, and they may or may not identify them­
selves or be identified as potential leaders. The statewide 
Academic Senate circulates to every delegate, the Executive 
Committee and local president, a sheet which asks them to 
indicate whether they are interested in becoming active in 
the statewide Academic Senate, either on committees or as an 
officer. Also, it requests their areas of interest and 
expertise. When appointments are made, they often result 
from meeting and observing people at conferences, from reso­
lution writing sessions, from statements made by Senators 
from the floor at conferences, as well as from the sheets on 
which the delegates indicated that they were interested in 
participating and that they have certain areas of expertise. 
The leadership identification potential then rests upon the 
individual who says, "I want to be there" the personal moti­
vation of the individual.
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Paradigm B .
The identified leadership development activities were 
formalized by established practice more than by any 
long-range planning or evaluation process. Based on a 
review of the Executive Committee minutes, there wasn't 
any indication that leadership development had been con­
sidered a problem. There was some indication that some 
members and other elements in the Senate's environment 
(Prescott interview, comments on questionnaires from all 
groups, Guichard's comments) considered leadership 
development worthy of serious planning.
According to Hinkley (1983), certain committee appoint­
ments are made only from Executive Committee members. The 
Senate's position is that any committee that can influence 
the academic and professional life of the community college 
instructor should be appointed by the Academic Senate as it 
is the body that represents the community college instruc­
tors. Chancellor Craig stipulated this policy at the time 
the Senate was recognized in Title V. On the other hand, 
many committee appointments are made from current Executive 
Committee members because Executive Committee members meet on 
a regular basis, making communication easier. Also, they 
have access to more current, generalized information.
Paradigm A .
The appointment of key committee members from among the 
Executive Committee is a method of maintaining a uni­
fied, centralized leadership. The practices associated
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with committee appointments have been standardized and 
are coordinated by the leadership. Implied throughout 
this response is that the potential committee appointees 
are very important to the organization's goals (A).
Andy Mason's comments offered a more in-depth look at 
the motivation for an individual to participate in Senate 
leadership roles over a long period of time.
Prentiss: Where do Senate leaders come from?
Mason: Well, actually, it's an assembly of people who
come from local senates, so obviously they're leaders of some 
kind on their campuses to begin with. And they're elected to 
this, so they're leaders to begin with when they get to the 
delegate assembly.
Prentiss: So the training process is going on on the
individual campuses.
Mason: Oh, yes; you've skimmed the top, generally
speaking, of the campuses.
Prentiss: Do you think that's an exhaustible supply of
leadership? I mean, given that there's not much turnover on 
the individual campuses, are they going through their second 
and third terms in office?
Mason: Oh, yes, a lot of people. Like I stayed there
11 years because I felt I wanted to be there and a lot of 
people are doing that. Although every year, there is a turn­
over in people from the various colleges. This turnover is 
highly desirable. And there's also a turnover in the people
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who get elected to the Executive Committee. There's a cer­
tain number who run for re-election and stay on and then 
there's a certain number who can't. The Bylaws were changed 
allowing a person who was on the Executive Committee, even 
though he/she is no longer the delegate from his/her college, 
to run for re-election.
Paradigm B .
Mason suggests that leadership development is really 
under the control of the local senates. The sub-unit 
colleges provide the leadership which has gone through a 
screening process on the individual campuses.
Robert Prescott, representing a trustee perspective, 
volunteered the following comments, indicative of why he 
believed that the Senate is not representative of all fac­
ulty.
Prescott: My observation is that the Academic Senate
doesn't represent the entire faculty. It should. If you 
look at the composition of the Academic Senate, you'll get 
academic types. I'm talking about those that show up at the 
meetings. You will invariably have about two, maybe three, 
from the vocational areas, paraprofessionals, whatever you 
want to call that side of what we do. I think the whole tone 
of the Academic Senate is academic. So that you're repre­
senting, actually, more the transfer function of the com­
munity colleges than you are its broad mission.
Prentiss: Why do you think that exists and why does it
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seem to be a perpetuating kind of thing? Do you have any 
particular observations? Is it the name of the organiza­
tion?
Prescott: I don't know; I could only speculate. Wheth­
er it's the personality or the type that gets in front of the 
faculty; maybe it's just in the intellectual aspects of the 
thing; maybe we have more part-time . . . teachers in the 
present professional world that don't feel the dedication.
It does exist. That, in some respects, has made it a little 
bit difficult for the other segments (trustees. Chancellor) 
to work with the Senate because it is a limited representa­
tion. It's rather interesting because at the same time, what 
the colleges are doing is moving into the paraprofessional 
fields. This is part of the problem, as I see it, with the 
Academic Senate and who they represent and who they should 
represent.
Paradigm A .
The purposes and aims of the Academic Senate are to 
represent the community college faculty. Prescott indi­
cated that he perceives the representation of the voca­
tional faculty to be lacking (A).
Patrick McCallum, in his role as FACCC's legislative 
advocate, indicated his belief in the importance of political 
effectiveness in the representation/leadership process.
Prentiss: Generally speaking, how would you character­
ize the leadership of the Senate?
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
214
McCallum: I think the Senate leadership has been
extremely good. Extremely good. I've been very impressed 
with the quality of the Executive Board and its leadership; 
generally, it tends to be better than other faculty associa­
tions.
Prentiss: Do you think that there's a problem, and this
could be true in FACCC as well as the Senate, in training 
people to be leaders in an organization where the turnover is 
structured the way it is?
McCallum: Well, I think there's an inherent problem in
being a faculty member for 12-15 years in a classroom and 
then taking on a statewide association, politically, with a 
different kind of environment. Some can adapt to it and some 
can't. Faculty members tend not to be very sophisticated, 
politically.
Prentiss: How do you learn to be politically effec­
tive?
McCallum: I've talked about this many times - when I
worked with Baskin, Soil is and other people— and I think it's 
a natural gift that people have. You may learn it over three 
or four years, but part of that is just that some people have 
it and some people don't. It just amazes me; some legis­
lators just have this natural gift. Also, lobbyists up here. 
How do you learn it? The way we're (FACCC) doing it is by 
orchestrating workshops.
Paradigm C, B .
Given the importance of the player's personality/
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position (C), the learning opportunities directed to 
developing political effectiveness must occur through 
established organizational programs (B).
Effectiveness Evaluation 
Seven of the 11 respondents reflected on the effective­
ness of the Senate in representing community college faculty. 
It was interesting to note that the statements identifying 
single paradigm behavior were more evenly spread among the 
paradigm than they were in the two previous sections (Table 
5). There were four Paradigm A and two Paradigm B and C 
statements. One category of combination statements was 
identified: BC. Again, Paradigm B was present in all
combinations (Table 5).
Insert Table 5 about here
When the four Paradigm A statements were juxtaposed 
against the paradigm effectiveness criteria, one was consid­
ered Effective, two Moderately Effective, and one Not Effec­
tive. The Paradigm B and C statements each indicated one 
Effective and one Moderately Effective indicators of effec­
tiveness (Table 6).
Insert Table 6 about here 
Two of the 7 actors interviewed offered observations
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MCCALLUM E E 1 1
ME ME
NE NE
* E = Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; NE = Not Effective.
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Table 6
Summary Tables for Interview Statements by Single and 
Combination Paradigm Indicating Effectiveness Indicator 











A 1 2 1 4
B 1 1 0 2
C 1 1 0 2
TOTALS 3 4 1 8










A 0 0 0 0
B 2 0 0 2
C 1 0 1 2
TOTALS 3 0 1 4
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about the Senate which contained elements of more than one of 
the paradigm. When these statements were analyzed by sub­
parts, there were no Paradigm A indicator statements, two 
Paradigm B and three Paradigm C indicator statements (Table 
6).
When the sub-parts of the combination statements were 
juxtaposed against the effectiveness characteristics of Para­
digm A, none were identified. For Paradigm B, two Effective 
indicators were identified. In the case of Paradigm C, one 
Effective and one Not Effective indicator statements were 
identified. When these statements were totaled, three were 
present in the Effective, zero in the Moderately Effective, 
and one in the Not Effective categories (Table 6).
To the extent that the Senate's effectiveness in repre­
senting community college faculty was explored by those 
interviewed, several observations can be made. First, the 
Senate is Effective and second, the organization exhibited 
behavior and effectiveness characteristics which were more 
uniformly spread among all paradigm than in the previous sec­
tions. It would appear that organizational activities which 
are viewed as primarily concerned with representation of fac­
ulty are goal founded, procedurally responsive and flavored 
with political interaction. Clearly, the behavior and effec­
tiveness characteristics of all three paradigm were present - 
often simultaneously.
The interview respondents appeared to evaluate the Aca­
demic Senate as more Effective in representing community
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college faculty than did the respondents to the survey ques­
tionnaire. The opportunity to expand on one's responses, as 
was the case with those interviewed, may explain the discrep­
ancy, as well as the identification, of Paradigm A and C 
behavior characteristics by those interviewed.
4. Political Effectiveness of the Senate
Weber (1947, p. 401) identified the major concern of 
collegiality to be centered around the question of specific 
social relationships of groups which function to limit auth­
ority. Collegiality provides for discussions which expose 
different points of view and make compromise possible. While 
power is, to a large extent, structural in collegial organi­
zations, there are many lateral networks of peers, interest 
groups, coalitions and cliques which mediate the lines of 
authority and control (Blankenship, 1977, p. 330). Blanken­
ship (p. 39) identified some elements of political activity 
in collegial organizations (coalition, bargaining and nego­
tiation, interest groups).
In the political model, organizational action results 
from bargaining and compromise, and decisions rarely reflect 
the sole preference of any group or sub-unit within the 
organization. "Political models of choice further presume 
that when preferences conflict, the power of the various 
social actors determines the outcome of the decision process" 
(Pfeffer, 1981, p. 28).
A Senate position paper, "Rationale for the Inclusion of
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ASCCC in Title V", developed the position that with Title V 
recognition, ASCCC and the Board of Governors could operate 
in a collegial rather than adversarial manner. It was furth­
er indicated that greater interaction with the CPEC, UC, CSU, 
Legislature, Board of Governors, and the Chancellor's Office 
would occur (Note 5).
The point is that the Senate has been an advocate of 
collegiality. Its environment is highly political. Power is 
structural. Until the Senate became part of the structure, 
i.e., recognized in Title V, it was not in a position to 
influence according to either model. The collegial and 
political models have some differences, but the models have 
significant similarities, namely negotiation and compromise. 
However, it has only been in the last five years that the 
Senate has been recognized and, therefore, able to partici­
pate fully in the environment.
The following section focuses on the views of the inter­
view respondents concerning the Senate's political effective­
ness.
Patrick M. Callan, Director of CPEC, offered these 
observations about the appropriate role of the Senate in the 
political arena.
Prentiss: Do you have any feel for the function of the
Senate as it relates to the political scene in Sacramento?
Callan: I think especially since it's partly funded by
the State that to be perceived as a lobby organization would
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not be a wise thing to do. What I think the Senate should be 
doing is making people aware of educational issues. The 
problem is that up here, you get into finance bills and 
related issues and people tend to forget what the enterprise 
is all about. I think the Senate has created an awareness 
about educational issues but I'm never quite sure. There are 
so many actors in the area, you're never really sure who's 
done what to whom by the time we get through with the piece 
of legislation.
Paradigm C.
Clearly, Callan has identified the muddle of players and 
the confusion and compromise that surrounds everyday 
political activity.
Prentiss: How would you describe the role and relation­
ship of the Senate to the Legislature, to CPEC and to the 
Board of Governors?
Callan: I can't really say about the Legislature. I 
don't see it as being one of the key political groups in the 
community colleges in the Legislature and I'm not sure it 
should be. I guess my general sense about the Board of 
Governors and the Chancellor's Office is that, from where I 
sit, the Academic Senate represents a set of pressures forc­
ing concern about educational issues. I see the Board of 
Governors and the Chancellor's Office having a very, very 
difficult time exercising leadership on educational issues.
I think, in the finance area, the Board has been much strong­
er. The Academic Senate represents pressure for the Board to
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look at things in educational terms. I think in the Senate, 
to some extent, that there are issues that are very real 
issues in community colleges in the State. One of them that 
we point to a lot is this whole question of the transfer 
function and what's happening to it. The Chancellor's Office 
and the Board of Governors should have gotten a hold of that 
issue by now; they should be looking at it in a very public, 
intense way. The Senate has been willing to look at it. 
They've been willing to talk about it. I see them as prob­
ably one of the few groups which represents that kind of 
pressure on the Board.
Paradigm A, B, A .
The transfer function is one of the academic concerns of
the Senate (A). Through its routinized access to the
Board of Governors, the organization (B) can actively 
speak out about this issue as a matter of organizational 
choice (A).
Callan: I think that was basically what we had hoped
the Senate would do when Craig and I tried to get some fund­
ing for it. I think, as far as the Commission (CPEC) goes, 
the Senate is interested not in all the issues we deal with 
but more with those that affect the curriculum. Senators 
have tended, most of the time, to monitor us very closely, to
be in touch with our people who are doing work that they
thought was of importance. They're pretty well known around 
here; they have good access. We've had our share of differ­
ences with Senate members but that's true with any group in
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higher education in the State. You can't do what we're 
supposed to do and expect it to be accomplished without 
disagreements.
Paradigm A, C .
Callan has suggested that the Senate has maintained the 
goals and focus on the goals that was intended by those 
who were instrumental in incorporating the organization 
into the governmental structure (A). Additionally, he 
has indicated the Senate is selective in its concerns 
and activities but that conflict and compromise are 
everyday, acceptable occurrences (C).
Callan: I've been sort of involved as an observer of
the work the Senate has been doing with the other two senates
on developing these statements of basic skills (reading, 
writing, computation) competency levels for students planning 
to do college work. I would not have guessed we could have 
gotten the three senates to agree on anything. The first 
time I worked in California (10 years ago), I don't think we 
could have. So I think that it's both substantively and
symbolically important; there's always some give-and-take in
that process; it's hard. But I think it's a good thing; it's 
the kind of leadership we should be able to look to from 
faculty organizations that wasn't mandated by us (CPEC), the 
Legislature or anybody else.
Prentiss: How did the three senates begin to interact?
Callan: The leadership of the three senates has been
meeting and I think it probably came out of those kinds of
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discussions, but I don't know exactly who proposed it and 
when. I think interacting with the other two senates is a 
significant thing for them to be doing.
Paradigm C .
The focus is on the interrelationship of the three sen­
ates and their respective leaders. Clearly, Callan has 
identified the development of the competency statements 
as a bargaining process involving personal and organiza­
tional goals and priorities of the many actors in the 
political environment.
Patrick McCallum, Executive Director of FACCC, advocated 
the Senate becoming more involved in politics while carefully 
protecting what he identified as its purist image.
McCallum: One of the concerns that I have is for the
Academic Senate's deeper involvement in politics. My feeling 
was that it needed to become more involved. But, in becoming 
more involved politically, they would ruin part of their pur­
ist foundations concerning academic quality. What we're 
(FACCC) generally saying to the Senate is FACCC is almost 
right down the line in agreement with the Academic Senate. 
Think of us as your lobbying advocacy group and try to devel­
op a relationship in that way. That is definitely being used 
but is not a policy of the Academic Senate. My feeling is 
that the Academic Senate has to be careful with its political 
advocacy. It should be the group that hears the accurate 
information; should testify as people concerned with academic
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quality and on-site experience with the issues that face col­
lege faculty members. But to go in and wheel-and-deal and 
lobby and politicize, I felt might ruin some of the purist 
respect that it has among the Legislature, CPEC and the Board 
of Governors.
Paradigm A, B, C .
McCallum's suggestion is that the Senate continue to 
articulate its focused goals, choosing carefully from 
among the issues so as to maintain its purist image (A). 
that the routinized procedures be used for testifying 
before the Legislature, Board of Governors, and CPEC as 
academics (B), while recognizing and participating in 
the political world of conflict and compromise through 
cooperative efforts with FACCC as the lobbyist (C). 
Organizational activity is the result of bargaining 
among groups and individuals (C).
Prentiss: How effectively do you think the Senate deals
with CPEC and the Board of Governors?
McCallum: Generally, I think the Senate has been more
effective with CPEC, not in creating policy, but in its 
testimony before CPEC, than it has with the Legislature and 
the Board of Governors. I think this is true because the 
Senate tended to focus on one or two issues. CPEC looks to 
the Academic Senate for input and, in general, I think we 
(FACCC and the Senate) start off with the same concerns.
Lobbying CPEC is much different than lobbying the Board 
of Governors. Jerry Hayward (Chancellor, California
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Community Colleges) tends to look at things from a political 
perspective because he's in much more of a political position 
than Pat Callan (Director, CPEC) is.
Paradigm A .
Once again, the focused, goal-based efforts of the Sen­
ate were noteworthy. CPEC, in coordinating higher 
education in California, has had academic quality as one 
of its major concerns. Consequently, there was common 
ground for the two to work together (A).
McCallum: There's two ways to address an analysis of
the Academic Senate. One is an organizational kind of study; 
the other one is the personalities and perception as reality. 
And perception comes out of individuals. An organization 
carries a philosophy that carries on, but individuals, who­
ever they are, affect that philosophy and affect the percep­
tion that people have. Who you have as President of the 
Academic Senate or as your Legislative Advocate has helped 
create those perceptions. The problem has been more on 
lobbying, public policy action and how they present it. The 
Senate people have a lot to learn about how to lobby the 
Board of Governors and CPEC. Where they're very effective is 
when they get involved with an advisory committee. They do 
very well. From Compton College, the librarian there, Lloyd 
DeGarmo, was on the General Education Committee. He ran the 
committee because he was just tops over everybody else. Leon 
Baradat on any committee. He's one of the best public policy 
people I've ever worked with. He's just a super person.
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Paradigm C .
McCallum has identified the importance of the individual 
players as representative of the organization. The 
analysis of issues and organizational activity rests on 
the ability of the players in strategic positions to use 
negotiation and compromises to achieve resolution.
"The faculty governing bodies of California's public 
colleges yesterday issued an unprecedented document that out­
lines the English and math skills they believe high school 
graduates must have to do college-level work" (Grant, 1982, 
p. 2). This document is the result of the work conducted by 
the Intersegmental Committee of the faculty senates of the 
California Community Colleges, the California State Univer­
sity system and the University of California system.
Wilson Riles, former State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, commented in the San Francisco Chronicle that he 
felt the Intersegmental Committee and the alliances between 
the three academic senates represented one of the most impor­
tant educational break-throughs in recent years (p. 2). This 
is the same Intersegmental Committee to which Patrick Callan 
referred in his interview as "substantively and symbolically 
important" and as a significant demonstration of leadership.
The following are Barbara Hinkley's comments about the 
importance of the Intersegmental Committee and other Academic 
Senate alliances of a similar nature.
The alliances formed with the Intersegmental Committee
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which was composed of representatives of the statewide aca­
demic senates— the CSU system, the DC system and the Com­
munity College system— represents a tremendous force. The 
alliance with the Chief Instructional Officers represents 
another dynamic force and certainly the direct access to the 
Board of Governors to speak for the faculty is vital. So, 
the Senate has formed wide-ranging interactive alliances that 
represent a form of power structure that causes it to be 
involved in all controversies. As a result, the Senate is 
sought out for participation on committees and for testi­
mony .
Paradigm C .
The formation of these key alliances has provided the 
Senate with an increase in the number and kind of action 
pathways available to the organization. Certainly there 
were many central players and many interrelationships 
among the leaders who participated in these alliances. 
One of the things Hinkley considered the most important 
she accomplished as President was the agreement established 
by the Academic Senate and the CIO's, identifying the pro­
ficiency levels of basic skills students pursuing the asso­
ciate degree should have. The first joint meeting of these 
two groups occurred in 1981. What was interesting to her and 
to others in the statewide Academic Senate was that when the 
leaders of the two groups arrived for their first meeting, 
they walked into the room and discovered that they immediate­
ly had an affinity for each other. She said that they
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quickly identified the fact that approximately 50% of those 
in attendance were past officers in their local academic 
senate. So a tremendous rapport between these two organiza­
tions has developed within a very short period of time and 
while they clearly do not agree on everything, what has been 
a very rewarding experience was that they do agree on many 
things and they can talk to each other about the points on 
which they disagree. Hinkley and other members of the Senate 
have found that the Chief Instructional Officers were not 
against academic standards. They were clearly in favor of 
balancing the curriculum and working on establishing what the 
basic skills should be and how to identify whether a person 
has achieved certain levels of proficiency in them.
Paradigm C .
Throughout this report of Hinkley's response to the 
first meeting of the Senate and CIO leaders are refer­
ences to the roles of players in certain positions and 
how their jobs, past experiences and personal and organ­
izational goals interact.
Williams Interview. As Dean of Instruction, Robert N. 
Williams is the Chief Instructional Officer (CIO) at West Los 
Angeles College. He was a member of the Executive Committee 
of the statewide Chief Instructional Officers' organization, 
when representatives from the executive committees of the 
CIO's and the statewide Academic Senate held their precedent- 
setting initial meeting. This organization is now known as
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AS-CIO (Academic Senate-Chief Instructional Officers) when 
the two groups meet jointly. His observations about the 
joint efforts of the two groups were quite similar to those 
of Barbara Hinkley.
Prentiss: I was particularly interested in talking to
you because you have participated in what appears to be a 
changing role of the Senate as illustrated by the recent 
association of the Senate and the CIO's.
Williams: The history behind it was kind of interesting
to me personally because I had been president of my own Sen­
ate when I was in L.A., as most Deans, I've discovered, have 
been. I had attended earlier meetings— I guess the last one 
was about ten years ago— of the statewide Senate when it was 
newer and a little less organized; a little less involved. 
Paradigm C.
This represents a critical point. If most CIO's have 
been involved in local senates, they have an understand­
ing of the role and function of a senate. They have
also been classroom faculty. The position of the actor
has changed. The power base has been altered but the 
past positions of actors contribute heavily to the anal­
ysis of issues. This is typical of the traditional col­
legial interrelationships.
The attitude that I had when I became a Dean of Instruc­
tion was an attitude of a suspicion toward what was going on
with the senates. As far as I've discovered, I think the
main problem has been the fact that there is really a lack of
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understanding of what the organization is trying to accom­
plish. Everybody sees things as power plays and quite often 
it is not so much that, although it may have some involvement 
of that, as it is also striving for certain and particular 
types of goals. We (CIO's) decided, I remember, to invite 
Barbara Hinkley to attend one of our State conferences, and 
she came and spoke. She suggested that maybe it was unfor­
tunate that we were at each other's throats all the time. 
Paradigm C .
Williams' reference to power is peculiar to a Paradigm C 
orientation, though the indication of striving to attain 
certain goals can be identified with all three paradigm. 
In this context, however, the likelihood is that both 
personal and organizational goals of the individuals 
representing the CIO's and the Senate contributed to the 
observation. Barbara Hinkley, as President of the Sen­
ate, was a key actor. She was in an action pathway; had 
an identified power base; and had enough visibility that 
her position and personality were quite well known. 
Williams: When Barbara came, it was suggested that we
hold an informal meeting of five deans and five members of 
the Senate. We thought we were going to talk about the shape 
of the table and everything else. Based on that, we got 
together at Skyline College; that was just a year ago. 
Paradigm C .
Past positions contribute to interrelationships. Since 
these organizations and individuals were in each other's
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environment, i.e., instructional programs, they had 
familiarity with each other but had never met formally 
as organizations. Williams was ready for the bargain­
ing, typical of individuals asserting their power base 
in each situation. New action pathways were being 
created.
Williams: I think that first meeting was an amazing
meeting. I'm sure that they had caucused among themselves as 
to what it was that they would try to bring up on the agenda; 
how they would work with it. There was an intervening factor 
in that Chancellor Hayward had called both Barbara Hinkley 
and Dick Yeo, who was our Chairman at the time, to ask us to 
consider the competency question and the units of remedial 
credit to get something to talk about. He had called the two 
of them independently and without a suggestion of a joint 
meeting. Well, one of the things that we had thrown on the 
table was the question of myths. What myths have really 
grown up about the other organizations that need to be 
brought out into the open and laid to rest, once and for all, 
or agreed to. Oddly enough, we never had to get to that. I 
think the first thing that we decided, probably because Hay­
ward called both groups together regarding the competency 
question, was that we begin the discussion with those 
points.
Paradigm A .
Williams' perception was based on the knowledge/assump­
tion that two groups acted to identify the problems and
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plan unified position statements. The preparation 
included evaluating various alternatives and identifying 
the organization's position based on its goals. Both 
groups responded to the pressure applied by Hayward's 
call and were prepared to respond, in some predictable 
way, to either threat or opportunity. Both groups sent 
their central leadership— members of the Executive Com­
mittees— to the meeting.
Williams: It did not break down into deans and Senate
members; you couldn't tell which was which. It was just an 
open discussion. There was disagreement and agreement among 
various constituencies, and there was no way that there was a 
breakdown into the two groups so that you would say the five 
Senate members sought this and that the five deans sought 
that. This had an amazing psychological effect; it was 
almost exhilarating, in a strange way. We just hadn't 
exchanged points of view.
Paradigm C .
Once the meeting began and the players became known to 
each other, individual positions and personalities 
became apparent. Power bases and new action pathways 
were explored in the issue analysis.
Prentiss: Do you feel like you're getting a particular­
ly good response from the Chancellor's Office?
Williams: We're getting an interesting response from
the Chancellor's Office. I don't know whether Hayward had 
any sense of what he was doing when he telephoned. He
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probably thought that it would be something to keep us busy 
and maybe nothing would happen for a long time. The main 
problem has been the sense of the Chancellor's staff; that 
something is going on over which they no longer have direct 
access or control. They do come; we invited them to our 
December 1, 1982 meeting.
Paradigm C .
The AS-CIO's began operating outside of the normal and 
traditional patterns. The rules, standard procedures, 
did not provide for this association which has been par­
ticularly difficult for the Chancellor's staff to 
handle. The loss of power was identified because the 
organizations began operating under a Paradigm C pattern 
where the sharing of power and power bases by the organ­
izations and the actors created new action paths outside 
the standardized ones.
Williams: There is a sensitivity that this has moved
on, on its own, and that two groups which have in the past, 
remember the politics of the matter, played different things 
against the other, are now working quite harmoniously togeth­
er.
Paradigm C .
Clearly, there is bargaining and compromising at every 
level of interaction. The positions and credibility of 
the players reflect personal and organizational goals. 
Prentiss: I understand that the Board of Governors has
shown great support of the Senate as being a defined group
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that, at least in theory, represents all faculty in the com­
munity colleges.
Williams: They accepted it; in fact, it's interesting
to watch them. I have regularly attended the Board of Gover­
nors' meetings in this area for the last five years. I know 
that just a few years ago they really didn't pay much atten­
tion to who was speaking. As I watched them one day, it was 
interesting to see that Barbara Hinkley (Senate President) 
was testifying about something, and they were stopping her. 
"Don't speak so fast; I want to write this down," type of a 
thing, which is a tremendous amount of influence. This was 
not one or two members; it was a lot of them. I think that's 
generally true and now, quite often, we've (AS-CIO's) had 
joint appearances before the BoG.
The AS-CIO alliance has now taken on a different con­
text, such that the joint group has been recognized by the 
CPEC as the one that should advise them on a number of 
areas.
Prentiss: I didn't realize that the CPEC had done
that.
Williams: Yes; CPEC included it in one of its last
reports on the whole question of curriculum. We have been at 
the CPEC offices now, three or four times, and the staff has 
invited us to come up and they have come in and worked with 
us. I think Craig (former Chancellor, California Community 
Colleges) did a great deal to bring the Senate in place and I
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think the Board of Governors now recognizes it as the organi­
zation which represents the faculty voice.
Paradigm C .
Williams' observation identifies the importance of play­
ers/actors. The fact that the rules provided access to 
the Board did not guarantee the ear of the Board. The 
positions taken by the actors and the increased power 
base resulting from the joint activities have provided 
for yet another action path— that of routinized contact 
with CPEC. Again, the bargaining activity and success 
of the many leaders are based on the players' previous 
positions and jobs and their being in the action path.
Assemblywoman Teresa Hughes and her Legislative Analyst, 
Bill Chavez, provided the following comments in character­
izing their interaction with the Academic Senate. She indi­
cated that her overall interactions with the Senate were pos­
itive. It, as are the CSU and DC senates, is a strong pro­
fessional organization with very firm convictions about what 
it should control and direct.
Paradigm A .
Inherent in this description is the picture of an organ­
ization centrally controlled and goal-oriented. It has 
evaluated the issues and has chosen from among them. 
Assemblywoman Hughes indicated that she agreed with the 
Senate's positions on some issues and not on others. She 
pointed out that much of her interaction with the Senate
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occurred in her role as Chair of the Assembly Educational 
Policies Sub-Committee for Higher Education. In that role, 
she tends to deal with individuals in an organization from 
whom she seeks support or who seek her support.
Chavez agreed and volunteered that, at times, the Senate 
representatives had demonstrated poor timing in their remarks 
or had caused the discussions of legislative committees and 
caucuses to go to the point of being self-defeating. Both 
were quick to point out that this criticism was not peculiar 
to the Senate but rather characteristic of most organizations 
and their representatives.
Chavez indicated, also, that he thought the Senate 
should/could spend some time at conferences, training its 
representatives in the political processes of Sacramento. 
Specifically, how to know what to say, and how to know when 
to be quiet. Assemblywoman Hughes agreed.
Paradigm C, B .
Chavez' reference was to a situation which arose largely 
because the players/actors were placed in an arena and 
asked to perform without having the skills. Paradigm C 
recognizes and uses the political process. Paradigm B 
behavior characteristics illustrate the programs and 
procedures whereby the players can become more effective 
in the political process.
Chavez indicated that because many of the Senate members 
are leaders in collective bargaining that there is a conflict 
— not necessarily from the Senate's perspective— in trying to
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separate the union philosophy from the academic and profes­
sional. He indicated that he understood the dilemma of 
administrators who must deal with the same individuals in 
their role changes.
Paradigm C .
The reference to the confusion created by the conflict­
ing and diverse roles played by Senate representatives 
is characteristic of the Paradigm. The positions and 
personalities of the players, the shared, sometimes 
shifting power bases and the interrelationship and 
behavior of the players affects the analysis and 
resolution of the issues. Conflict and compromise are 
realistic expectations for those who participate.
Former Board of Governors member, Jean Trapnell, dis­
cussed what she considered was the rather alarming effect of 
political appointments made to the Board of Governors and 
their possible future effect on the Senate.
Prentiss: Where do you think the Senate's going to be 
five years from now? Do you have any projections?
Trapnell: I think the Senate is in a dangerous situa­
tion and I'll tell you why. First of all, Jerry Brown (for­
mer Governor of California) has used the Board of Governors 
for his own political ends. The Education Code says that the 
people on this Board should be advocates for the community 
colleges . . . lay advocates. This has been by-passed. Most 
of the people that have been appointed have not known the
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first thing about community colleges. Many of them have 
never been on a community college campus. Gradually, this 
Board has become . . . well, I'll give you one example.
Jerry Brown has relied on the Latinos for political support 
and five or six appointments to this recent Board were 
Latinos. Now he's going for money from the technical educa­
tion people, and we've gotten the Silicone Valley on the 
Board. The reason I think this threatens the Senate is that 
these people have absolutely no background in community col­
leges. And that's why I am going to continue to be active 
before the Board. I am breaking tradition. A Board member 
is supposed to fade into the background when he is displaced; 
he never shows up again, you know. But I think the Senate is 
more and more threatened as this Board becomes a kind of 
repository for the political constituencies of the Governor. 
To some extent, this has happened on the other boards; the 
Regents have been very upset about the fact that, again,
Brown has appointed people from the groups where he wants the 
votes. The Senate represents teachers and, to be quite real­
istic, I think the Senate has got to raise the power of the 
local senates; concentrate on a few issues so that it becomes 
the authority. The Board now regards the Senators as doing 
very careful work and that's good; I think they have to pre­
serve that. But they have to be real authorities. They have 
to be like the lobbyists who know what they're talking about 
because they really are lobbyists before the Board.
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Paradigm C, A .
Trapnell has identified and portrayed, based on her 
experience as member of the Board of Governors, the 
highly politicized atmosphere/environment of the Senate. 
She has identified key players, their positions, the 
bargaining and shared power bases. Clearly, she has 
identified that there are various organizational and 
personal goals exhibited and there are decisions made 
which do not reflect any unified understanding (C).
Yet, she concludes that it is the Senate's ability to 
focus on its goals with clarity of thought and presen­
tation which will provide the strongest basis for its 
effectiveness with the Board (A).
Robert Prescott, former president of CCCT, discussed his 
role in interacting with the leadership of ACCCA and the Aca­
demic Senate on an informal basis over a period of time in an 
attempt to reach common ground on major issues.
Prescott: I think, actually, most of the association
that I had with the Senate was off-campus and with the State 
aspect of it. You know, I was President (CCCT) and I think 
most of my perceptions are going to be a result of my asso­
ciation with CCCT and in which capacity, as you know, I 
attended the Academic Senate conferences and also worked with 
the President and Vice President of the Senate for a year and 
a half or two years. We had an informal gathering. I don't 
know if you're even familiar with that or not, but when I was
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First Vice President and Francis Compton was president of 
CCCT, we just started on a very informal basis, getting 
together with the Academic Senate and ACCCA leadership, to 
try and iron out some of the philosophical differences.
Those meetings occurred primarily when the Legislature was 
really telling us, "Get your act together before you come up 
here and don't fight in front of us." It only goes back to 
about 1980; just the last couple years. We did this, as a 
matter of fact, when Tyra Duncan-Hall (President, 1980-81) 
and Barbara Hinkley (President, 1981-82) were in office.
I can't recall how the meetings were initiated; I think 
we all just sort of sat around and came to the conclusion to 
meet. In terms of personalities, there was Francis Compton 
(former President, CCCT) and myself, Tyra Duncan-Hall, Bar­
bara Hinkley, Jack Bessirre and Gerry Angove, primarily. We 
could take what we thought were major differences that we 
might have had and at least discuss and get back to the asso­
ciations and try to reach some common ground, even before we 
went up to the Chancellor and then on to the Legislature. I 
think it came to a pretty good end; we did a lot of good 
until we got to the mission and functions of the community 
colleges statement. That problem was more a procedural than 
a philosophical difference. Recently, the informal meetings 
sort of came untied and just sort of fell apart, to some 
extent, probably because some of the people didn't want to 
pursue it because we had resolved a lot of the things that 
were before us.
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Paradigm C .
The individuals identified by Prescott were players par­
ticipating in leadership roles at an influential level. 
Because they represented very divergent and conflicting 
points of view, formal alliances and interactions were 
unlikely. Yet, all participated in the politicized 
world of the community colleges and recognized the value 
of identifying the players and their positions. In this 
instance, hierarchical bargaining was implied and shared 
power recognized. Clearly, the trustees have power on 
individual campuses and as an organization that is often
viewed as more powerful than that of the faculty. Yet
the Legislature, according to Prescott, has asserted its 
power and suggested all parties agree before they 
approach the Legislature. Thus, the individuals met 
informally to resolve differences when possible. 
Prentiss: Do you think that the Senate, as an organiza­
tion, has been politically effective in any dealing that 
you've observed or experienced?
Prescott: There's a lot of fragmented representation
within the faculty, more so than any other segment. I am not 
here to say whether this is good or bad as far as the faculty 
is concerned. I think it is confusing because you can go
into any Board of Governors' meeting or anywhere else and
find all of these. I think, for that reason, the faculty may 
be losing something. Although, as I think of it, there are 
probably two levels to this representation. The CTA and
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FACCC— the labor representation— are interested primarily in 
finances and working conditions. The Academic Senate is the 
bullwark of standards, criteria and all that sort of thing. 
It's a different one; I'm not sure as I look at what they're 
all doing whether or not they should be amalgamated into one 
organization. I do know that in terms of sheer numbers in 
representation, if you're counting hands, there's an awful 
lot of people out there talking for one segment.
Paradigm C, A .
Prescott recognizes the arena of the Senate and the con­
fusing and conflicting views portrayed by the various 
actors. The numbers of representatives or players in 
leadership roles is characteristic of Paradigm C, as is 
the diversity of interests and the seemingly unequal 
influences. Prescott's reference to the Academic Senate 
as the bullwark of standards is another reflection of 
its focused goal-based efforts (A).
Effectiveness Evaluation 
Seven of the 11 individuals interviewed contributed 
observations that identified the Academic Senate's political 
behavior. On few occasions, a direct question was asked 
about the Senate's political effectiveness but, frequently, 
behavior attributable to Paradigm C emerged as part of the 
interview.
The statements which reflected single Paradigm behavior 
characteristics revealed an interesting pattern. Three
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identified Paradigm A behavior, none Paradigm B, and 14 Para­
digm C behavior (Table 7).
Insert Table 7 about here
When the strength of the statements was juxtaposed against 
the effectiveness characteristics, three of the Paradigm A 
responses were considered Effective. Thirteen of the 
Paradigm C statements were considered Effective, and one 
Moderately Effective (Table 8).
Insert Table 8 about here
Five of the seven actors who were interviewed provided 
their insight about the Senate, which included combinations 
of paradigm elements. The combinations were AB, ABC, CA, CB. 
Using the method described previously, the statements were 
analyzed by their sub-parts which revealed a rather even 
distribution among the paradigm— six Paradigm A, three 
Paradigm B and five Paradigm C (Table 8).
The strength of the sub-part statements was then juxta­
posed against the effectiveness criteria. Twelve of the 
statements were considered Effective and one Moderately 
Effective (Table 8).
Two observations were obvious immediately. The actors 
interviewed identified the Senate as politically Effective, 
while including information about the presence of Paradigm A
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Table 7
Effectiveness Indicator of Interview Statements as to 















Com > inat ion Para digm
A B C A B A B C C B C A
E 2 E 1 1 1 1
ME ME 1
NE NE










ME 1 1 ME 1
NE NE
E E 1 1
ME ME
NE NE
E 1 E 1 1
ME ME
NE NE
* E - Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; NE = Not Effective.
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Table 8
Summary Tables for Interview Statements by Single and 
Combination Paradigm Indicating Effectiveness Indicator 











A 3 0 0 3
B 0 0 0 0
C 13 1 0 14
TOTALS 16 1 0 17










A 5 1 0 6
B 2 1 0 3
C 5 0 0 5
TOTALS 12 2 0 14
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and B behavior characteristics which were demonstrated, at 
times, simultaneously. Second, this evaluation of the Sen­
ate's effectiveness is nearly diametrical to the evaluation 
of political effectiveness provided by the faculty and col­
lege presidents' groups of questionnaire respondents.
Political activity occurs most often among groups and 
individuals representing organizations rather, than as a 
unitary action of a whole organization. Further, political 
effectiveness is determined by an evaluation of decisions and 
activities which result from compromise, conflict, muddling 
of actors with dissimilar interests and power. Therefore, it 
must be identified by the actors present in the arena.
The items on the questionnaire concerning the Senate's 
political effectiveness could be considered inappropriate 
response items since the respondents were asked to evaluate 
the organization rather than the individual actors. On the 
other hand, the large "don't know" response from both the 
faculty and college presidents' groups can be viewed as an 
honest response since neither group is in the direct observa­
tion/communication path of the Academic Senate on a regular 
basis. However, the Senate presidents did think the Senate 
was at least Moderately Effective, politically. They 
responded with a much lower "don't know" response, probably 
because, as a group, they are in the direct observation/com­
munication path with the Senate. Many of them have been 
actors in the arena and participants in the Senate's 
political activity.
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Summary Observations
Generally, the respondents agreed that the Senate was 
Effective in carrying out its purposes, aims, and functions. 
Effectiveness behavior characteristics reflective of Paradigm 
A dominated these responses. Statements indicating the 
effectiveness of Senate activities revealed that the respond­
ents thought the Senate was Moderately Effective. Most of 
the observed activities were reflective of Paradigm B effec­
tiveness characteristics. Interview responses indicated that 
the Senate was Moderately Effective when its effectiveness in 
representing community college faculty was discussed. The 
effectiveness behavior characteristics were more uniformly 
spread among the paradigm when these responses were analyzed. 
Considering the political effectiveness of the Senate, those 
interviewed thought the organization was Effective when the 
behavior characteristics of Paradigm C were observed.
As each of the sections were analyzed, it was noted that 
the effectiveness characteristics of all three paradigm were 
observed occurring singularly and/or simultaneously.
The revelatory nature of the interview process pin­
pointed the concern of some that the Senate should be very 
careful about its political activities for two general reas­
ons. First, the organization is funded from public sources 
and, second, much of its success has been due to a focused, 
purist image of concern for academic and professional issues. 
Also present was the concern that the Academic Senate needed 
more access and visibility in Sacramento so that the
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organization could be more politicially effective on a daily 
basis.
This is what they said. They are players; they know the 
rules of the game. Each has or has experienced some form of 
power. Each understands power. All are bargainers, nego­
tiators, compromisers. All have goals and interests that may 
be reflected by their job or volunteer activities and may be 
coupled with personal goals and interests which motivate 
their actions. Each is a participant in the arena in which 
higher education is done. Of such participants and their 
value as sources of information, it was said, "If I were 
forced to choose between the documents on the one hand, and 
late, limited, partial interviews with some of the principal 
participants on the other, I would be forced to discard the 
documents" (Neustadt) (cited in Allison, 1971, p. 181).
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CHAPTER VI 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
Purpose for the Survey
The environment of the statewide Academic Senate is very 
diverse and diffused. Its membership is comprised of approx­
imately 15,000 faculty members teaching in a wide variety of 
disciplines in 107 community colleges in California. The 
statewide Senate's structure and activities cause the organi­
zation and its representation to interact with a broad spec­
trum of individuals, organizations, coalitions and interest 
groups. The research design for this study encompasses 
several data-gathering methods. Each was selected as partic­
ularly appropriate for a targeted element of the organization 
environment and when the results were combined and analyzed, 
each contributed to the composite picture of the Academic 
Senate sought by this research.
Since a primary objective of this study was to determine 
the effectiveness of the Senate, as understood by the large 
and diverse faculty membership and others with whom the 
organization interacts in meeting its stated aims and pur­
poses, a survey questionnaire was identified as the most 
appropriate method to be used in assessing some of these 
elements.
The purpose of the survey was to obtain a composite 
perception of the organizational effectiveness of the Senate
250
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as seen by the several groups surveyed. The survey question­
naire was a Likert-type scale instrument, containing 24 
items. Respondents selected from among six possible response 
choices. Demographic information was requested also. (See 
Appendix B for sample questionnaires.) The response items 
were divided into seven groups: demographic information A-P;
G 1-7, the purposes, aims, functions of the statewide Aca­
demic Senate as stated in its Bylaws; H 1-7, effectiveness of 
specified activities of the Senate; I 1-4, effectiveness of 
the Senate in representing faculty concerning current specif­
ic issues; J 1-5, the political effectiveness of the Senate 
in interacting with specific agencies; K requested a compos­
ite organizational effectiveness evaluation; and, finally, 
the comments contributed by respondents.
The questionnaire requested the respondent to evaluate 
Senate effectiveness by selecting one response along a con­
tinuum from "to a very small extent," "to a small extent,"
"to some extent," "to a great extent," "to a very great 
extent" and "don't know" response choices. Demographic data 
was requested regarding gender, principal teaching assign­
ment, number of years of full-time community college teach­
ing, size of respondent's faculty, whether respondent has 
held office in the local academic senate and whether respond­
ent has attended a state conference or area meeting of the 
Academic Senate. Respondents were encouraged to comment on 
the effectiveness of the statewide Senate and the comments 
were compiled.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
252
In addition to the faculty group, two other elements of 
the statewide Senate's environment were identified as appro­
priate groups to be surveyed. The local senate presidents 
are full-time faculty, a sub-group of the general membership 
who assume a leadership role for a specified period of time. 
The statewide Senate identified 109 senate presidents— two 
districts have district senates as well as local senates—  
and this group was surveyed. The 107 college presidents were 
identified as a third large group which impacted the Senate 
environment and whose understanding about the effectiveness 
of the Senate would be obtained through use of a question­
naire.
Procedure
This, like most surveys, was designed as a one-time 
effort administered for the purpose of describing one element 
of Senate effectiveness behavior. Backstrom and Hursh-Cesar
(1981) pointed out that the one-time survey records condi­
tions isolated at a single point in history and that it was 
hazardous to use them to reconstruct prior events or to pre­
dict future behavior (p. 12). "In a one-time survey we take 
a quick measurement, from many respondents, of aspects of 
behavior. What we hope is that our measure of that behavior 
is stable enough so that we don't report variability where it 
doesn't exist, or fail to see it where it does exist. But 
our measures of human behavior are error prone, because we
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can never know all aspects of any behavior at a single time" 
(p. 35).
Williamson, Karp, Dalphin, and Bray (1982) indicated 
that use of survey questionnaires has increased in popularity 
largely because of their positive effect on measurement 
reliability. They assure that the same question is asked 
each time, thus providing consistency which is a primary 
ingredient of instrument reliability. Reliability is related 
to the precision of the instrument being used. It is based 
largely upon the stability of the instrument (does not vary 
over time) and equivalence, in which the same measurement 
procedure employed in different contexts will yield the same 
results (p. 69).
Williamson et al. indicated four factors which affect 
reliability: personal state of the subject when answering;
mood, alertness, emotional well-being, anxiety; variations in 
the environment and data-gathering procedures; changes in the 
respondent, not in the instrument. The commonly used test- 
retest method for establishing reliability is not effective 
in survey research due to these factors (p. 70).
In the case of the survey undertaken for this research, 
the reliability of the instrument was established by perform­
ing an item analysis to exclude duplicate and unclear items 
during the initial phase of the pilot study and the selection 
of a scale instrument as the measuring device. Phillips
(1982) indicated that the use of a Likert-type scale provides 
a form of built-in instrument reliability because the
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respondent chooses from a set of responses and thereby 
increases instrument precision and reliability (p. 206).
Validation of the Instrument
Validation of the questionnaire occurred during the sum­
mer, 1982. The initial version of the questionnaire was 
reviewed by five volunteers who were full-time faculty mem­
bers at Palomar College. A subsequent, more refined version 
was distributed in July to the validation group of 34 full­
time faculty members of MiraCosta College (a non-sample 
college) who were teaching during the summer intersession. 
Seventy-eight percent (27) of the sample returned the ques­
tionnaire. Respondent anonymity was protected. A follow-up 
letter was sent to individuals who had not returned their 
questionnaire by the requested date.
Analysis of the data was accomplished through use of the 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences program (SPSS), 
run at MiraCosta College on an HP-3000 computer using the 
same procedures projected for use with the research data. 
Descriptive statistical procedures were used to analyze the 
data. Frequency of response and percentages of response for 
each item were tabulated.
The validation study respondents consisted of 23 males 
and 4 females and represented about 33% of the total 
full-time faculty (82; 26 women). The largest groups of 
respondents were from Business and Vocational areas (7) and 
Humanities areas (6), though each of the teaching area
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categories was represented by the respondents. The respond­
ents were probably an atypical group since 74% (20) of them 
indicated they were former senate office holders. This may 
be a function of the large number of years of teaching indi­
cated by the group. Also, MiraCosta College Academic Senate 
is 18 years old, making it one of the oldest in the state. 
Fifteen of the respondents indicated 11 or more years of 
teaching and nine indicated 6 or more years. The high per­
centage of office holders may indicate that within this group 
there is or has been a desire by these individuals to par­
ticipate in the activities of the Senate over a long period 
of time.
It was interesting to note that over 29% (8) of the 
respondents had attended a state conference of the Academic 
Senate. Considering that the conferences are semi-annual and 
that attendance is generally limited to the local senate 
president and one delegate from each college, this statistic 
appears to be particularly atypical.
As a result of the validation study, several minor 
changes were made in the survey instrument before it was 
printed and prepared for distribution.
Description of the Instrument
The research sample was obtained from a population of 
approximately 15,000 full-time California community college 
faculty who composed the membership of the statewide Academic
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Senate. All college presidents and all local senate presi­
dents were mailed questionnaires.
Every attempt was made to utilize the methods and tech­
niques most commonly understood to produce the greatest 
response rate. For example, this researcher determined that 
the questionnaire would be mailed to a named individual to 
make it as personalized as possible; the response time was 
kept to about 15 minutes; questionnaire design provided for 
re-folding so that the pre-printed addressee was visible with 
first class stamp affixed. Also, a time line was established 
which was designed so that the questionnaire would arrive 
during the "calm" part of the normal semester (October 11-15, 
1982) which occurs normally between the third week of the 
semester and mid-term examinations.
The faculty group and senate presidents were surveyed 
using a questionnaire which was identical in content. The 
college presidents' instrument contained one additional demo­
graphic item— item B— number of years as a community college 
president. Also, item 13 was changed to read " . . .  to 
represent community college faculties . . ." instead of
" . . . t o  represent me . . .."
For ease in identification of returns, the question­
naires were printed on three different colors of paper: 
faculty— gold; senate presidents— sand; college presidents—  
brown. Because there is such a large volume of paper in the 
life of college faculty and presidents, an attempt was made 
to provide an attractive and distinctive questionnaire
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as a stimulus for response. The instrument was professional­
ly typeset, printed and folded. Also, the envelopes in which 
the questionnaires were mailed were catalog-style and slight­
ly larger than commonly used.
Sample Selection
There was no composite list available which included the 
name of every full-time community college faculty member.
The most readily obtained lists of names were those printed 
in each edition of the individual college catalogs. Most 
colleges publish a catalog yearly, though some are experi­
menting with publishing a catalog every two years. To ensure 
that the mailing list would be the most current possible, the 
faculty lists in 1982-83 college catalogs were used. How­
ever, some catalogs were not available by September 15, the 
absolute final date for typing the mailing labels. In those 
instances, the 1981-82 catalog list was used and each college 
was called to verify that the individuals selected were 
employed for 1982-83 as full-time faculty members. Approxi­
mately one-third of the colleges were telephoned to verify 
the mailing list.
A combination of stratified, cluster and systematic 
sampling techniques was used to identify the faculty sample. 
Stratified sampling is used when prior knowledge of the popu­
lation to be studied provides for the identification of 
various strata. This study identified three strata within 
the community colleges: full-time faculty (15,000); local
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senate presidents (109); college presidents (107). When the 
strata are large, it is common practice for multi-stage 
sampling, employing cluster and/or systematic sampling within 
the strata, to be used. Because the faculty strata was 
especially large and no single list of full-time faculty 
existed, it was more practical and convenient to consider 
each college as a cluster and obtain the list of faculty from 
each catalog. It was recognized, however, that the conven­
ience and practicality might be obtained at the risk of 
reduced accuracy. Also, there is an increased potential for 
sampling error at each stage of multi-stage sampling.
In addition to identifying three strata and considering 
the colleges as clusters for sampling purposes, systematic 
sampling was used as a means of randomizing the sample. 
Because the faculty lists published in each catalog were 
listed alphabetically, the systematic sample was assumed to 
be materially the same as a simple random sample.
After carefully considering accessibility, feasibility, 
practicality and economics, the following steps were taken to 
establish the sample. The list of institutions and size of 
full-time faculty was obtained from the 1981 Information 
Digest, a publication of the California Postsecondary Educa­
tion Commission (1982 edition had not been published).
1. Faculty Sample. Community college faculty (the
strata) were considered members of their respective 
colleges (clusters) initially and then as individ­
uals (systematic sampling). Each college was
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considered a cluster. All college names were placed 
in a container. A 50% random sample (53 colleges) 
was drawn (see Appendix C for list of colleges).
The 53 colleges selected represented about 7500 
faculty— 50% of the 15,000 population— and syste­
matic sampling was used to obtain 751 names. This 
represented an approximate 10% sample of the faculty 
teaching at the 53 randomly-selected colleges and 
about a 5% sample of the 15,000 community college 
faculty.
2. Senate Presidents' Sample. The secretary of the 
Academic Senate for California Community Colleges is 
responsible for maintaining an accurate list of all 
local senate presidents. This list was provided for 
use in this study. Since the names of all local 
presidents were provided, the population (N = 109) 
was used for the study.
3. College Presidents' Sample. The Chancellor's Of­
fice, California Community Colleges, publishes a 
directory each year. Periodic updates are distrib­
uted to individual campuses. This updated directory 
was used to establish the mailing list. As with the 
local senate presidents, the names were known and 
available and the population (N = 107) was used for 
the sample.
The list of randomly-selected colleges (clusters) 
revealed several interesting characteristics. Half of the
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California community colleges are located south of Cero Coso 
College in Ridgecrest. Twenty-six of the sample colleges are 
located in this region and 27 to the north of Ridgecrest.
Fifty percent of the system's small colleges and metropolitan 
(large) colleges were selected and they contain 50% of the 
full-time faculty. When the 107 community college faculties 
were placed in the size of full-time faculty categories 
established for the questionnaire, it was noted that 18% of 
the colleges had less than 50 full-time faculty; 22%, between 
51 and 100; 30%, between 101 and 200; 24%, between 201 and 
300; and 6%, more than 300 faculty. The sample colleges 
revealed: 17%, less than 50 faculty; 15%, 51-100; 40%,
101-200; 23%, 201-300; and 6%, more than 300 faculty.
Distribution of the Questionnaire
Once the sample names were identified, mailing labels 
were typed and affixed to envelopes. Each survey instrument 
was coded so that responses received could be eliminated from 
the mailing list. The remaining names would be used for the 
follow-up request to non-respondents. Envelopes were stuffed 
with the appropriate questionnaire. A total of 751 faculty, 
109 senate presidents and 107 college presidents' question­
naires were delivered to a mailing company to be mailed bulk 
rate.
During the next month, questionnaires were received and 
the follow-up mailing prepared. Responses dropped off rad­
ically after three weeks. A tally of responses indicated 192
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of 751 or 25.5% of the faculty sample was received; 46 of 109 
or 41.1% of the senate presidents' sample was received; and 
59 of 107 or 55.1% of the college presidents' sample was 
received.
Recognizing that the holiday season and winter recess 
might inhibit responses to the follow-up request, it was 
determined that the second mailing should arrive at the col­
leges during the third week in November. Only individuals 
who were non-respondents received the mailing. The procedure 
used was essentially similar to the initial mailing. To call 
attention to the fact that this was a follow-up request, an 
easily removed post-it stamped with "your opinion counts 
. . . send it so it can be counted, Thanks" and "Second 
Request" was affixed to the letter portion of each question­
naire. Again, a first class stamp was affixed, ques­
tionnaires coded, envelopes stuffed and a total of 679 
questionnaires were delivered to be mailed at bulk rate.
The second request or follow-up questionnaire returns 
brought the response percentages to the following levels: 
faculty, 0.46; senate presidents, 0.72; college presidents, 
0.72.
The second set of responses included two returns from 
senate presidents, one in Northern California, one in South­
ern California, indicating that they had returned the first 
questionnaire. Neither had been received. Since they were 
signed, a note of explanation was written and a third ques­
tionnaire mailed. In both cases, the questionnaires were
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completed and returned. The likelihood that other question­
naires were lost in the mail is quite substantial.
Two questionnaires were eliminated from the sample. One 
was returned with the note that the recipient was an admini­
strator now and the other was from an individual who was no 
longer living and teaching in California. Several responses 
arrived long after the data was run and analyzed and were not 
included.
Data Entry
A professional in data entry was hired to enter the 
questionnaire data into the computer. All entry was per­
formed using a CRT terminal and stored in disc files of the 
HP-3000.
Several questionnaires were returned with incomplete 
information. Whenever blanks were encountered, the item 
responses were entered as missing data (zeros). Since SPSS 
provides two forms of tabulated data, one column which 
includes missing data in the totals and percentages and one 
which excludes missing data, all responses were counted and 
included in the data analysis. In some cases, individuals 
provided two responses for a single item or responded in such 
a way as to make their choice unclear. These responses were 
entered as missing data.
When the categories used for item B (principal teaching 
assignment) on the faculty and senate presidents' question­
naire and item E (principal teaching assignment) for the
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college presidents were established, it was anticipated that 
counselors would select social and behavioral sciences and 
librarians, humanities. No problems with these categories 
surfaced in the instrument validation. However, some indi­
viduals wrote in counseling or librarian and these responses 
were hand-tabulated. It should be understood, though, that 
many counselors and librarians who returned the questionnaire 
did select one of the categories provided. In several cases, 
respondents indicated a 50-50 split in their teaching assign­
ment. These were entered as missing data and hand-tabulated. 
Several college presidents selected more than one area in 
item E. In one case, two areas were selected and a third 
area listed opposite "Other." Again, these responses were 
entered as missing data and hand-tabulated.
Don*t Know/Missing Data Responses
Perhaps a statement or two about the dilemma of the 
"don't know" response is appropriate at this point. Some 
researchers prefer to structure their questionnaire as a 
forced choice response and thus eliminate the "don't know" 
choice. Others, recognizing that the survey information is 
based largely on factual statements about which the respond­
ent may have no knowledge, provide a "don't know" choice 
option.
However, when the "don't know" option is provided and 
chosen by the respondent, reasons other than lack of knowl­
edge may prompt its selection. For example, respondents may
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wish to evade answering for a wide variety of reasons, 
including perceived threat if their identity is revealed. In 
other cases, the response item may be ambiguous or contain 
conflicting elements which confuse the respondent.
The survey researcher's dilemma is really two-fold: 
whether to provide the "don't know" choice on the instrument; 
and, if provided, how to interpret the responses. In some 
cases, it is possible to follow up on "don't know" responses 
and obtain information which provides for more accurate 
interpretation.
For purposes of this study, the "don't know" response 
was provided because the organization being studied is com­
posed of a very large, diverse and geographically-separated 
membership and the assumption underlying forced choice format 
— i.e., every person surveyed would have some knowledge about 
the Senate— could not be justified. Therefore, it was felt 
that respondents who had no knowledge should be able to 
respond appropriately. It was not feasible or practical to 
try to follow up on the "don't know" respondents. Ambiguity 
in the statements did not appear to have been a generalized 
problem for the respondents.
Since the respondents represent an academic community 
and knowledge is their forte, it seems reasonable to assume 
that most selected "don't know" because they had no knowledge 
about the extent of the effectiveness demonstrated by the 
Senate on a given statement. This study considered the
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"don't know" response as a valid choice and "don't know" were 
treated in the same fashion as the other responses.
Missing data, such as confusing responses, blanks, 
double responses to a single item, etc., were tabulated 
separately. Missing data were included in the tabular data 
representations but not discussed.
Data Analysis
The data are analyzed using the following format. Each 
of the three questionnaires is analyzed separately and by 
section of the questionnaire, beginning with the demographic 
data provided by the respondent group. The data analysis 
begins with the faculty response, followed by the senate 
presidents and college presidents' responses. As the subse­
quent group response is analyzed, similarities and divergen­
cies to the previous group(s) are noted. This technique 
maintains the independent nature of each response group while 
providing a cumulative descriptive analysis with the faculty 
response as the foundation.
The percentage of response was calculated for each 
response category of each statement on the questionnaire and 
is the basis for the data analysis. In support of the 
study's objectives to provide the broad, composite picture of 
the statewide Academic Senate and as a means of synthesizing 
the data, concentrations of response were identified and 
translated into evaluation patterns labeled Not Effective, 
Moderately Effective, Effective.
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The concentration of response was identified by summing 
the percentages of the response in the sequential categories 
on the scale. For example, if in response to an item, the 
percentages were "to a very small extent" (3.0), "to a small 
extent" (4.5), "to some extent" (10.4), "to a great extent" 
(38.8), "to a very great extent" (42.6) and "don't know" 
(2.9), 92% of the response was focused among the "to some 
extent" (10.4), "to a great extent" (38.8) and "to a very 
great extent" (42.6) response categories.
The evaluation patterns were established by separating 
the response scale into three groups which combined three 
sequential response choices. The three groups and their 
labels are illustrated by the following chart.
MODERATELY EFFECTIVE
To A To A To To A To A
Very Small Small Some Great Very Great
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent
NOT EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE
The 92% concentration of responses identified above 
would be reported as an evaluation of the Senate effective­
ness which was focused in the Effective pattern of response.
Following the analysis of each questionnaire section, a 
brief summary is provided.
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Faculty Responses
Characteristics. Three hundred forty-eight faculty mem­
bers of the total sample (751) responded to the question­
naire. This represents a 46% response rate.
Of the faculty responding, 70% were male (Table 9). 
Forty-one percent have taught for 16 or more years, while 
only 12% indicated 5 or less years of experience. The great­
est number of respondents were concentrated in the teaching 
areas of the humanities (24.2) and business and vocational
(22.2), followed by social and behavioral sciences (16.2), 
health and physical education (14.8), physical sciences, 
including math, (12.5), natural sciences (5.1) and basic 
skills (5.1) (Table 9).
Insert Table 9 about here
All categories of size of full-time faculty were repre­
sented by the sample respondents. The largest percentage
(36.3) of respondents appeared in the 201-300 size category. 
Twenty-three percent of the sample colleges were in this 
category. Twenty-six percent of the respondents represented 
colleges of 101-200 full-time faculty; 40% of the sample col­
leges were in this category. A rather large percentage 
(23.1) of the respondents indicated their full-time faculty 
was more than 300 in size. Six percent of the sample col­
leges were in this category (Table 9).
It was very interesting to note that 46% of the faculty






































^B. Teaching Area 51 14.7
1. Social & Behavioral Sciences 48 13.8 16.2
2. Natural Science 15 4.3 5.1
3. Physical Science including
Math 37 10.6 12.5
4. Humanities 72 20.7 24.2
5. Health & Physical Education 44 12.6 14.8
6. Business & Vocational 66 19.0 22.2
7. Basic Skills including
Remed ial 15 4.3 5.1
C. Years of Full Time Teaching 17 4.9
1. 0-5 40 11.5 12.1
2. 6-10 71 20.4 21.5
3. 11-15 86 24.7 26.0
4. 16 or More 134 38.5 40.5
D. Size of Full Time Faculty 23 6.6
1. Less than 50 21 6.0 6.5
2. 51-100 28 8.0 8.6
3. 101-200 83 23.9 25.5
4. 201-300 118 33.9 36.3
5. More than 300 75 21.6 23.1
E. Held Office in Local Senate 2(5 5.7
1. Yes 150 43.1 45.7
2. No 178 51.1 54.3
F. Attended State Conference
or Area Meeting of Senate 22 6.3
1. Yes 52 14.9 16.0
2. No 274 78.7 84.0
* Note: See text tor areas added by respondents.
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group have held an office in their local senate while 54% 
have not. Yet, only 16% have ever attended a Senate confer­
ence or area meeting (Table 9).
Senate Purposes, Aims, Functions (Section G). Section G 
of the survey instrument contains seven statements directing 
the respondent's attention to the purposes, aims, functions 
of the statewide Academic Senate, as described in the organi­
zation's Bylaws. Respondents were asked to evaluate the 
extent of effectiveness exhibited by the Senate in accom­
plishing each. Two response patterns for this section were 
immediately obvious. For each statement, the strongest per­
centages of response for any one category were found in the 
"to some extent" category and more than one-fourth of the 
respondents chose the "don't know" response (Table 10).
Insert Table 10 about here
Further, in the items, Senate effectiveness in repre­
senting community college faculties in policy formation (G1), 
Senate effectiveness in strengthening local senates (G2) and 
Senate's development and implementation of policies and pro­
cedures on matters of statewide concern (G3), the respondents 
evaluated Senate effectiveness in the Moderately Effective 
pattern. When the percentages were summed, 62% of the 
responses to G1, 60% of the responses to G2, and 62% of the 
responses to G3 were concentrated in this pattern (Table 11).



















Faculty Response to Statements as to the Purposes, Aims, Functions of the Academic Senate
G. Listed below are the purposes, aims, functions
of the statewide Academic Senate as described 
in the bylaws. To what extent do you believe 
the Academic Senate has been effective in 






















(.11 to represent the California Community Col­
lege faculties and thereby ensure a formal 
and effective procedure for participating 
in the formation of statewide policies on 
academic and professional matters. 7.9 10.7 34.1 17.4 5.2 24.7 5.7
(2) to strengthen local academic senates or 
other equivalent faculty organizations 
in the California Community Colleges. 12.6 15.7 31.7 12.9 2.5 24.6 6.6
(3) to develop policies and promote the im­
plementation of policies on matters of 
statewide concern. 7.4 9.6 34.6 18.2 5.6 24.7 6.9
(4) to make recommendations on statewide 
matters affecting the California Com­
munity Colleges. 4.9 7.7 29.8 21.2 12.6 23.7 6.6
(51 to assume responsibilities and perform 
functions as may be delegated to it by 
the local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations of 
California Community Colleges and by 
the Board of Governors of California 
Community Colleges. 5.6 11.1 29.1 16.7 2.2 35.3 7.2
(61 to provide statewide communication be­
tween local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations in 
order to coordinate the actions and 
requests of California Community Col­
lege faculties. 9.0 12.5 24.9 19.6 7.5 26.5 7.8
(71 to initiate policy positions relevant 
to California Community Colleges and 
their role in higher education. 8.8 12.3 27.1 18.0 6.3 27.4 8.9
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
N of Sample = 751; N of Respondents = 348; Percentage of Response ** 46%.
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It was interesting to note that the responses concerning the 
effectiveness of the Senate in strengthening local senates 
(G2) revealed 13% selected "to a very small extent" which was 
the largest percentage in this response category for section 
G. Also, a noticeably small percentage (2.5) selected "to a 
very great extent" in evaluating Senate effectiveness for the 
same item (Table 11).
Insert Table 11 about here
Responses to the request to evaluate Senate effective­
ness in making recommendations on statewide matters affecting 
the California community colleges, item G4, provided a pat­
tern unique in this section. The concentration of response 
percentages (63.6) was found in the Effective pattern (Table
11). Also, the over 12% response, indicating the Senate was 
effective "to a very great extent," represented the largest 
response percentage in this category for Section G (Table 
10).
For the items, Senate assumes responsibilities and per­
forms functions which may be delegated to it by local senates 
and by the Board of Governors (G5), effectiveness of the 
Senate in providing communication between local academic sen­
ates for purposes of coordinating action and requests (G6), 
and initiation of policy positions relevant to California 
community colleges (G7), the concentration of response was 
located in the Moderately Effective pattern. When the



















Faculty Focus of Response Among Categories as
G. Listed below are the purposes, aims, functions 
of the statewide Academic Senate as described 
in the bylaws. To what extent do you believe 
the Academic Senate has been effective in 
carrying out the following:























(l) to represent the California Community Col­
lege faculties and thereby ensure a formal 
and effective procedure for participating 
in the formation of statewide policies on 
academic and professional matters. - 62.0 - ME
(2) to strengthen local academic senates or 
other equivalent faculty organizations 
in the California Community Colleges. - 60.0 - ME
131 to develop policies and promote the im­
plementation of policies on matters of 
statewide concern. - 62.0 - ME
(4) to make recommendations on statewide 
matters affecting the California Com­
munity Colleges. - 63.6 - E
(5) to assume responsibilities and perform 
functions as may be delegated to it by 
the local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations of 
California Community Colleges and by 
the Board of Governors of California 
Community Colleges. - 56.9 - ME
(6) to provide statewide communication be­
tween local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations in 
order to coordinate the actions and 
requests of California Community Col­
lege faculties. - 57.0 - ME
(7) to initiate policy positions relevant 
to California Community Colleges and 
their role in higher education. Ul[____ - 57.4 - ME
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Pattern of Response: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E ** Effective.
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percentages were summed, 57% of the responses to G5, 57% of 
the responses to G6, and 57% of the responses to G7 were 
found here (Table 11). A noticeably small percentage of 
respondents (2.2) evaluated the Senate as effective "to a 
very great extent" on the item, assuming responsibilities and 
performing functions that may be delegated to it by local 
academic senates and by the Board of Governors (G5). This 
item received the highest percentage of response (35.3) in 
the "don't know" category for this section (Table 10).
In summary, the faculty respondents indicated that the 
statewide Academic Senate was Moderately Effective in carry­
ing out its stated purposes, aims and functions. Many 
respondents "didn't know" whether the Senate was effective.
The very high percentage of "don't know" responses to 
the item, Senate assumes responsibilities and performs func­
tions delegated by local senates and the Board of Governors 
(G5), appeared consistent with the responses to the statement 
concerning communication between local senates (G6) which 
illustrated that the faculty were not satisfied with the 
effectiveness of the communication provided by the Senate and 
the responses to focusing on the efforts of the Senate to 
strengthen local senates (G2), in which a large percentage of 
respondents indicated they "don't know." Also, in item G2, 
12% evaluated the Senate as effective "to a very small 
extent." The lack of knowledge expressed by respondents may 
be related to the fact that the faculty viewed the Senate's 
communication efforts as only Moderately Effective.
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Effectiveness of Senate Activities (Section H). Section 
H of the survey instrument requested the respondents to eval­
uate the statewide Academic Senate's effectiveness when some 
of the Senate's many activities were specifically identified. 
The highlighted activities were logical extensions of the 
purposes, aims, functions statements to which reponses were 
directed in Section G.
Insert Table 12 about here
Responses to items, effectiveness of the Senate in 
communicating its activities to individual members (H1), 
confidence and trust in the Senate to represent faculty on 
academic and professional matters (H3), Senate response to 
changing needs of community college faculties (H6), and the 
Senate's effectiveness in working to strengthen local senates 
(H7), were concentrated in the Not Effective pattern. When 
the percentages for these items were summed, 70% of the 
responses to H1, 59% of the responses to H3, 51% of the 
responses to H6, and over 57% of the responses to H7 are 
found in this pattern (Table 13).
Insert Table 13 about here
Several additional observations were made about indi­
vidual items in the above group. The item, effectiveness of 
the Senate in communicating with individual faculty (H1),



















Faculty Response to Statements as to the Activities of the Academic Senate
H. Listed below are questions and statements
bout some of the many activities of the 
statewide Academic Senate. To what extent 
has the statewide Academic Senate been 






















(1) How effective has the statewide Academic 
Senate been in communicating its activities 
to individual faculty members? 33.0 20.7 16.7 9.6 3.1 17.0 6.9
(2l How responsive has the statewide Academic 
Senate been to recommendations made or 
positions taken by local academic senates? 8.8 12.5 20.4 8.8 .6 48.9 8.3
131 I have confidence and trust in the state­
wide Academic Senate to represent me on 
academic and professional matters. 22.1 12.5 24.0 15.0 5.6 20.9 7.8
141 The statewide Academic Senate is active in 
speaking out on matters of academic and 
professional concern. 7.3 11.1 25.6 18.7 10.1 27.2 9.2
(51 The statewide Academic Senate demonstrates 
leadership in initiating policy statements 
relevant to the role of community college 
faculties in higher education. 10.3 13.5 22.9 17.6 7.2 28.2 8.3
(61 The statewide Academic Senate responds
actively to the changing needs of commun­
ity college faculties. 15.1 12.9 23.0 11.3 4.4 33.3 8.6
171 The statewide Academic Senate has worked 
effectively to strengthen local senates. 17.7 16.8 22.'8 6.3 2.8 33.5 9.2
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.



















Faculty Focus of Response Among Categories as to Identified Activities of the Academic Senate
H. Listed below are questions and statements
about some of the many activities of the 
statewide Academic Senate. To what extent 
























ill How effective has the statewide Academic
Senate been in communicating its activities 
to individual faculty members? - 70.4 - NE
(2) How responsive has the statewide Academic 
Senate been to recommendations made or 
positions taken by local academic senates? No Conce ntratiop
137 I have confidence and trust in the state­
wide Academic Senate to represent me on 
academic and professional matters. - 58.6 - NE
(4) The statewide Academic Senate is active in 
speaking out on matters of academic and 
professional concern. - 55.4 - ME
157 The statewide Academic Senate demonstrates 
leadership in initiating policy statements 
relevant to the role of community college 
faculties in higher education. - 54.0 - ME
(6) The statewide Academic Senate responds
actively to the changing needs of commun­
ity college faculties. - 51.0 - NE
177 The statewide Academic Senate has worked 
effectively to strengthen local senates. ------ !  57.3 A ------ NE
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Pattern of Response: NE a Not Effective; ME = Moderatley Effective; E = Effective.
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received the largest percentage of "to a very small extent" 
(33.0) and "to a small extent" (20.7) for the entire ques­
tionnaire. Also, the smallest percentage (17.0) of "don't 
know" responses for the questionnaire was noted for the 
statement (Table 12).
The large percentage (22.1) of "to a very small extent" 
responses, seen in the confidence and trust to represent fac­
ulty (H3), is second only to H1 for the entire questionnaire 
(Tables 10 & 12).
The items, Senate's responsiveness to changing needs of 
community college faculties (H6) and the effectiveness of the 
Senate in strengthening local senates (H7), brought forth 
15% and 18% responses of "to a very small extent" which was 
coupled with more than 30% (33.3; 33.5) "don't know" respon­
ses (Table 12).
The faculty response to the item, responsiveness of the 
Senate to local recommendations and positions (H2), received 
the largest percentage (48.9) of "don't know" responses for 
Section H. A miniscule .6%, the smallest percentage for the 
entire questionnaire, selected "to a very great extent" for 
this item. It was interesting to note that while the great­
est percentage of responses (other than "don't know") was 
found in the "to some extent" (20.4) category, there was no 
clear concentration of responses among the categories for 
this item (Tables 12 & 13).
For items, H4 which focuses on evaluating whether the 
Senate is active in speaking out on academic and professional
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matters and H5, the extent to which the Senate demonstrates 
leadership in initiating policy statements relevant to the 
role of community college faculties, respondents concentrated 
their responses in the Moderately Effective pattern. When 
summed, 55% of the responses for H4 and 54% of the responses 
for H5 were focused in this pattern {Table 13). For both 
items, the "don't know" response percentage was more than 
one-fourth of the total response (H4, 27.2; H5, 28.2). Also 
of interest was the observation that H4 and H5 received the 
highest percentage of response in the "to a very great 
extent" category for this section (H4, 10.1; H5, 7.2) (Table
12).
When the Senate activity section item, Senate activity 
in speaking out on academic and professional matters (H4), 
was observed as an associate of the purposes, aims, func­
tions item, Senate recommendations on statewide matters 
affecting California community colleges (G4), the two highest 
percentages of responses for the "to a very great extent" 
category were revealed (G4, 12.6) (Tables 10 & 12).
In summary, it appeared that the respondents firmly 
believe they do not receive effective communication from the 
statewide Academic Senate about the activities of the organi­
zation. In addition, large percentages of the respondents 
have indicated they do not know about the Senate's activi­
ties.
As to whether the respondents have confidence and trust 
in the effectiveness of the Senate to represent them, the
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response indicated the faculty viewed the Senate ineffective 
concerning this item.
The effectiveness of Senate efforts at strengthening 
local senates and its response to changing needs were eval­
uated somewhat critically by those respondents who had enough 
information on which to base their response.
For all items in this section, a large percentage of 
"don't know" responses were present.
Effectiveness of Senate Representation (Section I). 
Section I requested respondents to identify the statewide 
Academic Senate's effectiveness in representing community 
college faculties concerning identified issues which have 
been under discussion and in which major changes either have 
occurred or will occur in the near future.
There are two patterns of response which are similar for 
all items in this section. 1) The greatest percentages of 
response were found in the "don't know" category and ranged 
from 48% to 52% of the responses (Table 14). With the excep­
tion of item H2, discussed earlier, these were the largest 
percentages seen in a single response category for the entire 
questionnaire. 2) The highest percentage of individuals 
evaluating Senate effectiveness was concentrated in the "to 
some extent" category (Table 14).
Insert Table 14 about here



















Faculty Response to Statements as to Academic Senate Representation of Faculty
I. To what extent has the statewide Academic 
Senate been effective in representing the 






















(1) the establishment of Title V regulations 
for the system-wide grading policy minimum 
standards? 5.3 8.2 19.4 11.0 4.4 51.7 8.3
(2) the California State Universities revision 
of their general education requirements? 8.4 9.4 20.0 10.3 3.8 48.1 8.0
(3) the Title V regulations regarding the 
associate degree? 6.7 8.6 17.6 8.6 4.2 54.3 10.1
(4) accreditation? 7.5 6.8 19.5 10.1 4.2 51.9 11.5
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
N of Sample = 751; N of Respondents = 348; Percentage of Response a 46%.
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The faculty responses to all items in Section I revealed 
such large percentages of "don't know" responses that the 
remaining responses were not concentrated to the degree seen 
in the previous sections. For all items, the centralization 
of faculty responses was in the Moderately Effective pattern 
(Table 15).
For the item, Senate effectiveness in representing com­
munity college faculties in establishing statewide minimum 
grading standards (11), this focus was 39% of the response 
(Table 15).
Insert Table 15 about here
In the item, effectiveness of the Senate in representing 
community college faculty in the CSU revision of the general 
education requirements (12), the concentration represented 
40% of the response. Concerning the effectiveness of Senate 
representation in the establishment of associate degree regu­
lations (13), the focus was 35% of the response. Finally, 
when the issue of representing faculty concerning accredita­
tion (14) was observed, the concentration was 36% of the 
total response (Table 15).
The faculty indicated their lowest (48.1) "don't know" 
response for this section on the item, effectiveness of 
representation in the development of the CSU general educa­
tion requirements (12). This item had the highest percentage



















Faculty Focus of Response Among Categories as to Academic Senate •Representation of Faculty
1. To what extent has the statewide Academic
Senate been effective in representing the 























(l) the establishment of Title V regulations 
for the system-wide grading policy minimum 
standards? - 38.6 - ME
(2) the California State Universities revision 
of their general education requirements? _ i 3, ,  {-- ME
(3) the Title V regulations regarding the 
associate degree? -----1 34.8 i------ ME
(4) accreditation? --------  36.4 — ------ ME
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Pattern of Response: NE “ Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E = Effective,
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of responses for this section in both the "to a very small 
extent" and "to a small extent" categories (Table 14).
To summarize, clearly, the statement being made by the 
faculty response was that they didn't know whether the state­
wide Academic Senate was effective in representing them con­
cerning these issues. Those who felt comfortable evaluating 
the Senate as their representative concerning the identified 
issues responded most often that the organization was Moder­
ately Effective. However, the large "don't know", combined 
with middle-of-the-scale, responses makes determining Senate 
effectiveness on these items questionable.
Political Effectiveness of the Senate (Section J). This 
section focused the respondent's attention on the political 
effectiveness of the Academic Senate with identified organi­
zations which are part of its environment.
The faculty responses reflected several patterns which 
were apparent in the response percentages for all items. The 
greatest percentages of response for any one category were 
found in the "don't know" category and ranged from 32% to 43% 
of the responses. Also noticeable were the relatively high 
percentages of "to a very small extent" responses which 
ranged from 13% to 20% of the responses (Table 16).
Insert Table 16 about here 
Single response items in other sections of the



















Faculty Response to Statements as to the Political Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
J. In representing community college faculties,
to what extent do you think the statewide 























(1) the legislature 19.6 18.7 20.2 6.5 3.4 31.5 7.8
(2) the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (CPEC) 15.0 15.4 18.8 7.5 1.9 41.4 8.3
(3) California State Universities (CSU) 12.9 17.9 20.7 5.0 1.3 42.3 8.3
(4) University of California (UC) 15.7 17.9 18.2 4.1 1.6 42.6 8.3
(5) Board of Governors (BOG, CCC) 12.9 12.9 25.4 6.3 3.4 39.2 8.3
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
N of Sample = 751; N of Respondents ■= 348; Percentage of Response = 46%.
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questionnaire revealed similar high percentages in this 
category. In no other section of the faculty questionnaire 
were the responses for the "to a very small extent" category 
as high when all items were observed (Table 16). Finally, 
the concentration of response, in evaluating the Senate's 
political effectiveness for all items, was located in the Not 
Effective pattern (Table 17).
Insert Table 17 about here
Whether the political effectiveness of the Senate in 
representing faculty with the Legislature (J 1), CPEC (J2), 
the California State University system (J3), the University 
of California system (J4) or the Board of Governors (J5) was 
being considered, the faculty response was very similar. For 
each item in this section, approximately 50% (49.2-57.8) 
(Table 17) of the respondents believed the Senate was not 
effective. Approximately 40% (31.5-42.6) responded by 
selecting the "don't know" choice (Table 16).
In summary, the faculty appeared to be more critical of 
the political effectiveness of the statewide Academic Senate 
than of any other criteria of effectiveness. A large per­
centage of respondents indicated they didn't know whether the 
Senate was politically effective with the specified organiza­
tions .



















Faculty Focus of Response Among Categories as to the Political Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
J. In representing community college faculties,
to what extent do you think the statewide 
























(1) the legislature - 58.5 - NE
(2) the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (CPEC) .... J. 49.21...... NE
(3) California State Universities (CSU) ------ 1  51.5 1 ______ NE
(4) University of California (UC) ---- L 51.8 J------- NE
(5) Board of Governors (BOG, CCC) ______ _ 51.2 -------- NE
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Pattern of Response: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E ° Effective.
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Senate Presidents1 Responses
Characteristics. Based on the data provided by the 72% 
(7S of 109) of senate presidents responding to the question­
naire, the following description of their characteristics is 
provided.
Similar to the faculty responses, 70% of the senate 
presidents were male. They were concentrated in the teaching 
categories of social and behavioral sciences (21.9), humani­
ties (20.3), physical sciences including math (17.2) and 
business and vocational (17.2) (Table 18). However, all 
teaching areas were represented: natural sciences (10.9),
health and physical education (9.4), and basic skills (3.1). 
Once again, the choices offered for respondents to select 
from in identifying their principal teaching area caused some 
senate presidents to provide their response by writing in the 
information. Four counselors, two librarians, one communica­
tions and three who indicated combinations were hand- 
tabulated.
Insert Table 18 about here
The senate presidents, as did the faculty group, had 
considerable teaching experience. Thirty-four percent had 
taught for 16 or more years while 8% had taught for 5 or 
fewer years.
Seventy-nine percent had attended a state conference or 
area meeting of the Academic Senate. It should be noted that


















Demographic Data— Local Senate President!)





















1. Social & Behavioral Sciences 14
15 19.0
17.7 21.9
2. Natural Science 7 8.9 10.9
3. Physical Science including 
Math 11 13.9 17.2
4. Humanities 13 16.5 20.3
5. Health & Physical Education 6 7.6 9.46. Business & Vocational 11 13.9 17.2
7. Basic Skills including 
Remedial 2 2.5 3.1
C. Years of Full Time Teaching 
1. 0-5 6 . 2' ... 2.57.6 7.82. 6-10 26 32.9 33.8
3. 11-15 19 24.1 24.7
4. 16 or More 26 32.9 33.8
D. Size of Full Time Faculty 
1. Less than 50 12
... -5- 6.3
15.2 16.2
2. 51-100 12 15.2 16.2
3. 101-200 17 21.5 23.0
4. 2.01-300 24 30.4 32.4
5. More than 300 9 11.4 12.2




2. No 2 2.5 2.6
F. Attended State Conference




2. No 16 20.3 21.1
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this questionnaire was mailed and returned, in most instan­
ces, prior to the Fall 1982 Conference and area meetings. It 
is possible that this percentage would be higher if the ques­
tionnaire had been received after the conference, since most 
senate presidents were in attendance.
While the category, size of full-time faculty, as repre­
sented by senate presidents was similar to that of the 
sample, it should be remembered that the entire population 
(109) of senate presidents was surveyed. There was an appar­
ent discrepancy in the over-300 faculty category. Six of the 
107 colleges have over 300 full-time faculty, based on the 
information contained in the California Postsecondary Educa­
tion Digest 1981 (the most recent at the time of this study). 
Three of these colleges were part of the sample. The dis­
crepancy lies with the nine senate presidents who indicated 
their college had over 300 full-time faculty. The important 
aspect of the item's data is that the respondents reflected 
each category of faculty size and in percentages similar to 
all community colleges in the sample.
Senate Purposes, Aims, Functions (Section G). The sen­
ate presidents' responses to section G revealed very small 
percentages of "don't know" responses. With the exception of 
the item, Senate assumes responsibilities and performs func­
tions which may be delegated to it (G5) (17.7), the "don't 
know" responses are all 5% or less (Table 19). This, coupled 
with the fact that the highest percentage of response for
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each item was found spread among several scale responses, not 
in the "to some extent" category for all items, as was the 
case where faculty responses were concerned, suggested that 
the senate presidents have more knowledge about the Senate 
and can be more discriminating in selecting from among 
response choices.
Insert Table 19 about here
The senate presidents and faculty responded similarly to 
Senate effectiveness in strengthening local senates (G2).
For this item, as was true with the faculty responses, the 
concentration (83.6) of senate presidents' responses was 
found in the Moderately Effective pattern (Table 20). Also, 
the highest percentage of "to a very small extent" responses 
(7.6) (Table 19) was found for this item— again similar to 
faculty response. Both groups, by these response patterns, 
indicated dissatisfaction with the level of Senate effective­
ness where the goal of strengthening local senates was 
concerned.
Responses to the items, Senate effectiveness in repre­
senting community college faculties in policy formation (G1) 
and Senate development and implementation of policies and 
procedures on matters of statewide concern (G3), differed 
with the faculty's Moderately Effective response. The item, 
Senate effectiveness at making recommendations on matters 
affecting the California community colleges (G4), revealed



















Senate Presidents' Response to Statements as to the Purposes, Aims, Functions of the Academic Senate
G. Listed below are the purposes, aims, functions
of the statewide Academic Senate as described 
in the bylaws. To what extent do you believe 
the Academic Senate has been effective in 






















(1) to represent the California Community Col­
lege faculties and thereby ensure a formal 
and effective procedure for participating 
in the formation of statewide policies on 
academic and professional matters. 2.5 1.3 29.1 36.7 25.3 5.1 .0
(2) to strengthen local academic senates or 
other equivalent faculty organizations 
in the California Community Colleges. 7.6 15.2 45.6 22.8 6.3 2.5 .0
(3) to develop policies and promote the im­
plementation of policies on matters of 
statewide concern. 1.3 3.9 23.4 39.0 28.6 3.9 2.5
(4) to make recommendations on statewide 
matters affecting the California Com­
munity Colleges. .0 2.6 15.4 30.8 47.4 3.8 1.3
(5) to assume responsibilities and perform 
functions as may be delegated to it by 
the local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations of 
California Community Colleges and by 
the Board of Governors of California 
Community Colleges. 2.5 8.9 26.6 30.4 13.9 17.7 .0
161 to provide statewide communication be­
tween local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations in 
order to coordinate the actions and 
requests of California Community Col­
lege faculties. 6.4 9.0 33.3 34.6 14.1 2.6 1.3
(7) to initiate policy positions relevant 
to California Community Colleges and 
their role in higher education. 1.3 7.6 16.5 43.0 26.6 5.1 .0
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
N of Population = 109; N of Respondents = 79; Percentage of Response = 72%.
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agreement with the faculty's Effective response (Table 20). 
The senate presidents concentrated their responses in the 
Effective pattern for items G1, G3, and G4, indicating that 
they considered the Senate to be effective to a greater 
extent concerning these items than the faculty did. When the 
percentages were summed, slightly over 90% of the responses 
to G1, G3, and G4 were found in this pattern (Table 20). It 
was interesting to note that no respondents selected the "to 
a very small extent" choice for item G4 (Table 19).
Insert Table 20 about here
For the items, Senate assumes responsibilities and per­
forms functions which may be delegated to it by local senates 
and by the Board of Governors (G5), provision for communica­
tion between local senates for purposes of coordination of 
action and requests (G6), and initiation of policy positions 
relevant to California community colleges (G7), the senate 
presidents again differed with the faculty's Moderately 
Effective response and evaluated the Senate in the Effective 
pattern (Table 20). When the percentages were summed, 70% of 
responses to G5 and over 80% to items G6 and G7 were cen­
tralized among these response choices (Table 20).
Responses to the item, effectiveness of the Senate in 
assuming responsibilities delegated to it by local senates or 
the Board of Governors (G5), were similar to those of the 
faculty in one aspect. They, too, registered their largest



















Faculty and Senate Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories as to the Purposes, Aims,
Functions of the Academic Senate 
G. Listed below are the purposes, aims, 
functions of the statewide Academic Senate
as described in the bylaws. To what extent 
do you believe the Academic Senate has been 
effective in carrying out the following:
(1) to represent the California Community 
College faculties and thereby ensure a 
formal and effective procedure for par­
ticipating in the formation of statewide 
























u  ̂  v *  Q  i
('/) to strengthen local academic senates or 
other equivalent faculty organizations 
in the California Community Colleges.
62.0 ------- 9T. 1 SP ME
(3) to develop policies and promote the 
implementation of policies on matters 
of statewide concern.
60.0UTTTT SP MEME
(4) to make recommendations on statewide 
matters affecting the California 
Community Colleges,
62.0 7 0 " SP ME
(5) to assume responsibilities and perform 
functions as may be delegated to it by 
the local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations of 
California Community Colleges and by 








to provi  statewide communication be- 
tween local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations in 
order to coordinate the actions and 
requests of California Community 
College faculties.
(.7) to initiate policy positions relevant 
to California Community Colleges and 






57.4    B6;o F~ W ME
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data. Group: F = Faculty; SP “ Senate Presi­
dents; CP = College Presidents. Pattern of Response: NE=Not Effective; ME=FToaerately Effective; E=Effective.
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percentage of "don’t know" responses (17.7) for the whole of 
Section G in responding to this item (Table 19).
Item G6 requested a response indicating whether the Sen­
ate was effective in providing for communication between 
local senates for purposes of coordination. Six percent of 
the senate presidents responded "to a very small extent" and 
nine percent "to a small extent." These percentages are 
second highest for these categories— similarly revealed by 
faculty responses— for the whole of Section G (Table 19).
Only in item G2 were the percentages of response greater in 
these response categories, indicating a critical evaluation 
of Senate effectiveness (Table 19).
In summary, throughout section G, the local senate 
presidents appeared to be in disagreement with the faculty 
responses. Clearly, there was a tendency for the presidents 
to evaluate the Senate as Effective, while the faculty be­
lieved it Moderately Effective, and one would assume this was 
greater knowledge about the Senate. The senate presidents 
and faculty have indicated dissatisfaction with the Senate's 
efforts in strengthening local senates and in coordinating 
communication between local senates. The high percentages of 
"don't know" responses, indicated by both groups concerning 
whether the Senate assumes responsibilities which may be 
delegated to it by local senates or the Board of Governors, 
was a good example of the dilemma of the "don't know" 
response discussed earlier. Lack of knowledge may be related 
to the reduced communication, identified by both groups,
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which may be contributing to the lessened effectiveness in 
strengthening local senates, expressed by both groups. 
Because it was not feasible to follow up on the reasons 
behind the selection of "don't know" responses, this must 
remain an observation requiring further study.
Effectiveness of Senate Activities (Section H). This 
section focused on some of the activities of the Senate and 
requested the senate presidents to provide an evaluation of 
the effectiveness of these identified activities.
Insert Table 21 about here
Item HI asked the senate presidents to respond to the 
effectiveness of the Senate in communicating its activities 
to individual faculty members. The senate presidents, in a 
manner similar to the faculty, concentrated their responses 
among the Not Effective pattern. When summed, these percent­
ages represented nearly 90% of their total response (Table 
22). The percentages of response selected for the "to a very 
small extent" (24.1) and "to a small extent" (24.1) were the 
largest for these categories for the entire questionnaire 
(Table 21). Faculty responses for these categories were the 
highest for their questionnaire, also (Table 12).
The item, concerning the responsiveness of the Senate to 
recommendations made and positions taken by the local sen­
ates (H2), revealed the largest percentage (16.5) of response



















Senate Presidents' Response to Statements as to the Activities of the Academic Senate
H. Listed below are questions and statements
about some of the many activities of the 
statewide Academic Senate. To what extent 
has the statewide Academic Senate been 






















(1) How effective has the statewide Academic
Senate been in communicating its activities 
to individual faculty members? 24.1 24.1 40.5 3.8 3.8 3.8 .0
(21 How responsive has the statewide Academic 
Senate been to recommendations made or 
positions taken by local academic senates? 7.6 7.6 41.8 17.7 8.9 16.5 .0
(31 I have confidence and trust in the state­
wide Academic Senate to represent me on 
academic and professional matters. 7.7 9.0 15.4 42.3 23.1 2.6 1.3
(47 The statewide Academic Senate is active in 
speaking out on matters of academic and 
professional concern. 2.5 6.3 7.6 36.7 43.0 3.8 .0
(5) The statewide Academic Senate demonstrates 
leadership in initiating policy statements 
relevant to the role of community college 
faculties in higher education. 2.6 5.1 12.8 35.9 39.7 3.8 1.3
(6) The statewide Academic Senate responds
actively to the changing needs of commun­
ity college faculties. 6.4 7.7 32.1 33.3 14.1 6.4 1.3
(7l The statewide Academic Senate has worked 
effectively to strengthen local senates. 15.6 29.9 35.1 13.0 3.9 2.6 2.5
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
N of Population = 109; N of Respondents = 79; Percentage of Response = 72%.
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in the "don't know" category for this section (Table 21).
Once again, this response was similar to the faculty response 
to the same category which also indicated the largest per­
centage of "don't know" response for the secticn. Unlike the 
faculty response to H2, where no clear concentration of 
response was found (Table 13), 68% of the senate presidents 
focused their responses in the Effective pattern (Table 22).
Insert Table 22 about here
The senate presidents' responses indicated disagreement 
with the faculty evaluation of the item, confidence and trust 
in the senate to represent on matters of academic and profes­
sional concern (H3), and revealed that they believed the Sen­
ate to be more effective when concerned with this item than 
the faculty did. Approximately 80% of the senate presidents 
concentrated their responses in the Effective pattern, while 
the faculty thought the Senate to be Not Effective (Table 
22).
Once again, the senate presidents differed with the fac­
ulty's Moderately Effective pattern in their response to H4, 
which focused on whether the Senate was active in speaking 
out on matters of academic and professional concern. The 
senate presidents concentrated 87% of their responses in the 
Effective pattern (Table 22). Notable was the 43% response 
in the "to a very great extent" category (Table 21). This 
was the largest percentage for this category in this section.



















Faculty and Senate Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories as to 
Identified Activities of the Academic Senate
H. Listed below are questions and statements 
about some of the many activities of the 
statewide Academic Senate. To what extent 
has the statewide Academic Senate been 
effective in fostering these activities.
ill How effective has the statewide
Academic Senate been in communicating 
























12) How responsive has the statewide Aca­
demic Senate been to recommendations 
made or positions taken by local 
academic senates?
70.4"BUTT SP NENE
(3) I have confidence and trust in the
statewide Academic Senate to represent 




141 The statewide Academic Senate is active 
in speaking out on matters of academic 
and professional concern.
58.6 w FT5F NE
15) The statewide Academic Senate demon- 
strates leadership in initiating policy 
statements relevant to the role of 





16) The statewide Academic Senate responds 
actively to the changing needs of 
community college faculties.
• 54.0’~--W.1T SP ME
17) The statewide Academic Senate has 
worked effectively to strengthen 
local senates.
51.0 ~7V75~ SP NE
57.3  80.6 SP
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Groups F = Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents.




Also, when the Senate activities section item (H4) was 
observed as an associate of the purposes, aims, functions 
item (G4), concerning Senate effectiveness about recommenda­
tions of statewide matters affecting California community 
colleges, the two highest percentages of response for the "to 
a very great extent" category were revealed (G4, 47.4)
(Tables 10 & 21).
Senate presidents centered their responses to the item, 
Academic Senate demonstrates leadership in initiating policy 
statements relevant to the role of community college facul­
ties (H5), in the Effective pattern (Table 22). While the 
senate presidents' responses were in agreement with faculty 
responses, the senate presidents did reveal that 88% of their 
responses were among these response categories, as compared 
with 54% of the faculty (Table 22).
The senate presidents, in response to the Senate's 
responsiveness to the changing needs of community college 
faculties (H6), revealed that 80% selected responses in the 
Effective pattern (Table 22). This represented a difference 
of opinion when compared with the faculty responses. The 
senate presidents evaluated the Senate as Effective concern­
ing this item, while the faculty evaluated the Academic Sen­
ate as Not Effective.
The senate presidents concentrated 81% of their respon­
ses to the item, Academic Senate has worked effectively to 
strengthen local senates (H7), in the Not Effective pattern 
as did the faculty group (Table 22). Unlike the faculty
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response which indicated 34% in the "don't know" category 
(Table 12), less than 3% of the senate presidents indicated a 
"don't know" response (Table 21).
To summarize, the senate presidents indicated a very 
small percentage of "don't know" responses throughout this 
section. They, like the faculty, were critical of the Senate 
when its effectiveness in communicating and efforts at 
strengthening local senates were considered. Faculty and 
senate presidents agreed that the Senate was not effective in 
demonstrating responsiveness to recommendations made or posi­
tions taken by the local senates.
The senate presidents appeared to have more confidence 
and trust in the effectiveness of the Senate in representing 
them than the faculty respondents did. Consistent with this 
observation was the indication that the presidents thought 
the Senate was active in speaking out on matters of academic 
and professional concern and that it demonstrated leadership 
in initiating policy statements to a greater degree than the 
faculty respondents did. Also, the presidents seemed to think 
that the Senate was responsive to the changing needs of fac­
ulties.
Effectiveness of Senate Representation (Section I). In 
responding to statements about the effectiveness of the Sen­
ate in representing community college faculties concerning 
identified issues, the senate presidents revealed an obvious 
increase in percentages of "don't know" responses. However,
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these percentages, ranging from 9 to 20 (Table 23), remained 
small when compared with the faculty response percentages 
(48.1-54.3) (Table 14).
Insert Table 23 about here
The responses of the senate presidents were distinctly 
different from those of the faculty group (Table 24). Their 
responses to all of the items in Section I were concentrated 
in the Effective pattern, while the faculty evaluated the 
Senate Moderately Effective for all items (Table 24).
Insert Table 24 about here
The most interesting response pattern observed for the 
senate presidents was seen in the item, effectiveness of the 
Senate in representing faculty concerning accreditation is­
sues (14). The low percentage of "don't know" (9.5) and "to 
a very small extent" (2.7) responses were found (Table 23), 
and 78% of the senate presidents' responses were centralized 
in the Effective pattern (Table 24). This combination of 
response patterns indicated greater knowledge about the Sen­
ate efforts at representing faculty concerning accreditation, 
as well as the senate presidents' belief that the Senate was 
generally more effective in representing faculty concerns 
about accreditation than in the other issues identified in 
this section.


















Senate Presidents1 Response to Statements as to Academic Senate Representation of Faculty
I. To what extent has the statewide Academic
Senate been effective in representing 






















(l) the establishment of Title V regulations 
for the system-wide grading policy minimum 
standards? 2.5 11.4 22.8 21.5 21.5 20.3 .0
(2) the California State Universities revision 
of their general education requirements? 2.6 14.3 29.9 18.2 19.5 15.6 2.5
(3) the Title V regulations regarding the 
associate degree? 6.3 7.6 27.8 20.3 21.5 16.5 .0
(4) accreditation? 2.7 9.5 32.4 24.3 21.6 9.5 6.3
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.



















Faculty and Senate Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories as to 
Academic Senate Representation of Faculty
I. To what extent has the statewide
Academic Senate been effective in 
























(l) the establishment of Title V
regulations for the system-wide 
grading policy minimum standards?
- 38.6 - F ME
--------  65.8 -------- SP E
(2) the California State Universities 
revision of their general education 
requirements?
- 39.7 -------- F ME
--------  67.6 -------- SP E
(3) the Title V regulations regarding 
the associate degree? - 34.8 -------- F ME
------ - 69.6 -------- SP E
(4) accreditation?
- 36.4 -------- F ME--------  78.3 -------- SP E
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Group: F = Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents.
Pattern of Response: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E “ Effective.
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In summary, senate presidents provided an evaluation of 
the statewide Academic Senate that was considerably more 
effective than that of the faculty group. The senate presi­
dents differed with the faculty in the extent of their 
knowledge and, perhaps as a consequence of that knowledge, 
believed the Senate to be more effective than the faculty 
when concerned with these issues. The clearest statement 
made by the senate presidents indicated their belief in the 
overall effectiveness of the Senate when representing faculty 
on these issues.
Concerning accreditation, the senate presidents appeared 
to be aware of the extensive efforts by the Senate. Accredi­
tation, as a Senate activity, is discussed more extensively 
in Chapter VII.
Political Effectiveness of the Senate (Section J). The 
responses of the senate presidents to the items in this sec­
tion were focused on an evaluation of the political effec­
tiveness of the Academic Senate in representing community 
college faculty with identified organizations. Their overall 
responses were quite different from those of the faculty 
group.
Insert Table 25 about here 
Recall that for all items, approximately 50% of the faculty



















Senate Presidents' Response to Statements as to the Political Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
J. In representing community college faculties,
to what extent do you think the statewide 























(1) the legislature 11.4 7.6 39.2 25.3 8.9 7.6 .0
(2) the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (CPEC) 13.0 26.0 35.1 14.3 1.3 10.4 2.5
(3) California State Universities (CSU) 6.5 18.2 39.0 20.8 5.2 10.4 2.5
(4) University of California (UC) 13.0 15.6 34.4 16.9 5.2 13.0 2.5
(5) Board of Governors (BOG, CCC) 3.9 14.5 25.0 30.3 19.7 6.6 3.8
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
N of Population = 109; N of Respondents = 79; Percentage of Response = 72%.
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(Table 26) concentrated their responses in the Not Effective 
pattern.
For the items, political effectiveness with the legis­
lature (J1) and political effectiveness with the Board of 
Governors (J5), over 70% (73.4; 75.0) of the senate presi­
dents concentrated their responses in the Effective pattern 
(Table 26) .
Insert Table 26 about here
These items revealed, also, the smallest percentages of 
"don't know" responses for the section. Item J5 had the 
smallest percentage of "to a very small extent" responses 
(Table 25).
Seventy-five percent of the senate presidents' response 
to the items, political effectiveness with CPEC (J2), 78% of 
their response to political effectiveness with CSU (J3), and 
67% of their response to the political effectiveness of the 
Senate with the UC system (J4), were concentrated in the 
Effective pattern (Table 26).
To summarize, clearly, the senate presidents believed 
the Senate to be more politically effective than the faculty 
did. Their knowledge appeared to be a major contributor to 
the increased evaluation of effectiveness, as the "don't 
know" responses were noticeably less than the faculty group.



















Faculty and Senate Presidents1 Focus of Response Among Categories as to the 
Political Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
J. In representing communnity college
faculties, to what extent do you 
think the statewide Academic Senate 
























- 58.5 - F NE------ - 73.4 - SP E
(2) California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (CPEC) - 49.2 - F NE
------- - 75.4 -------- SP ME
(3) California State Universities
51.5 J L _ F NE
--------  78.0 -------- SP ME
(4) University of California (UC)
- 51.8 -------- F NE
--------  66.9 - SP ME
(5) Board of Governors (BOG, CCC)
-51.2 -------- F NE
- 75.0 -------- SP E
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Group: F = Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents.
Pattern of Response: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E = Effective.
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College Presidents' Responses
The third group identified as having impact on the 
environment of the statewide Academic Senate was the 107 
California college presidents.
Recall that the college presidents' survey instrument 
was slightly different from the faculty/senate presidents' 
instrument. An additional demographic question, concerning 
their length of time as a college president, was included and 
a slight wording change in 13 to read " . . .  to represent 
community college faculties . . . "  instead of " . . . to
represent me . . ." was made. The addition of the demo­
graphic item changed each section identification letter. For 
example, Section G of the faculty/senate presidents' instru­
ment contains the same items as Section H of the college 
presidents' instruments, and so on. To make the data anal­
ysis clear and manageable, all section references are those 
established by the faculty/senate presidents' instrument. In 
addition, the tables established for the college presidents.' 
data will reflect this minor change.
Seventy-two percent of the college president population 
(79 of 107) responded to the questionnaire and revealed the 
following college president profile.
Characteristics. The vast majority of college presi­
dents, 97%, were male. Twenty-eight percent were former 
local academic senate office holders and 29% had attended an 
Academic Senate area meeting or state conference. The
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college presidents served relatively few years as community 
college teachers before becoming college presidents (Table
27).
Insert Table 27 about here
The teaching areas of the respondents were concentrated 
in the social and behavioral sciences (38.6), physical sci­
ences including math (17.1), business and vocational (12.9) 
and humanities (12.9) areas. Also represented were natural 
sciences (7.1) and health and physical education (7.1). Only
the basic skills area was not represented. The college 
presidents were provided with an "Other" category to use to 
identify their principal teaching if needed. Two indicated 
journalism, one counseling, one business, and four wrote in
combinations of teaching areas.
Over 70% of the respondents had been a college president 
for 10 years or less (0-5 years, 45.3; 6-10 years, 28.0).
Only 9% of the respondents had been a college president for 
16 or more years.
The size of the institution's faculty categories, indi­
cated by the college president respondents, nearly parallels 
that of the 107 colleges and of this study's sample col­
leges.
Senate Purposes, Aims, Functions (Section G). Section G 
requested the college presidents to respond to the



















Demographic Data— College Presidents















1 "1.3 " 
96.1 2.6 97.42.6
B. Years as College President 2 2.6
1. 0-5 34 44.2 45.32. 6-10 21 27.3 28.0
3. 11-15 13 16.9 17.3
4. 16 or More 7 9.1 9.3
C. Years of Full Time Teaching 2 2.6
1. 0-5 36 48.6 48.02. 6-10 24 31.2 32.0
3. 11-15 8 10.4 10.7
4. 16 or More 7 9.1 9.3
D. Size of Full Time Faculty 2 2.6
1. Less than 50 12 15.6 16.0
2. 51-100 17 22.1 22.7
3. 101-200 20 26.0 26.7
4. 201-300 18 23.4 24.0
5. More than 300 8 10.4 10.7
E. Teaching Area 1 9.1
1. Social & Behavioral Sciences 27 35.1 38.6
2. Natural Sciences 5 6.5 7.1
3. Physical Sciences including
Math 12 15.6 17.1
4. Humanities 9 11.7 12.9
5. Health & Physical Education 5 6.5 7.16. Business & Vocational 9 11.7 12.9
7. Basic Skills (Remedial) 0 .0 .0
*8. Other 3 3.9 4.3
F. Held Office in Local Senate 1 1.3
1. Yes 21 27.3 27.6
2. No 55 71.4 72.4
G. Attended State Conference
or Area Meeting of Senate 4 5.2
1. Yes 21 27.3 28.8
2. No 52 67.3 71.2
* See text for explanation.
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effectiveness of the statewide Academic Senate in carrying 
cut its stated purposes, aims, functions. Noteworthy for 
this section is the small percentage of "don't know" respon­
ses for all items except G5 (Table 28).
Insert Table 28 about here
The items, representing faculties and thereby ensuring a 
formal and effective procedure for participating in the for­
mation of statewide policies on academic and professional 
matters (G1) and to make recommendations on statewide matters 
affecting the California community colleges (G4), revealed 
over 80% concentration of responses in the Effective pattern 
(Table 29). The same concentration of responses in these 
categories was observed in the senate presidents' responses 
for G1 and in faculty and senate presidents' responses for 
G4, also (Table 29).
When the response patterns for the college presidents 
were compared with faculty and senate presidents on the item, 
Senate effectiveness in strengthening local senates (G2), 
similarities were revealed. All groups, including 78% of the 
college presidents' responses, were concentrated in the Mod­
erately Effective pattern (Table 29).
Insert Table 29 about here 
Also, as with the other two groups, high percentages of



















College Presidents' Response to Statements as to the Purposes, Aims, Functions of the Academic Senate
u. Lisceo Deiow are cne purposes, aims, tunccione 
of the statewide Academic Senate as described 
in the bylaws. To what extent do you believe 
the Academic Senate has been effective in 






















(l) to represent the California Community Col­
lege faculties and thereby ensure a formal 
and effective procedure for participating 
in the formation of statewide policies on 
academic and professional matters. 7.9 7.9 40.8 29.8 14.5 .0 1.312) to strengthen local academic senates or 
other equivalent faculty organizations 
in the California Community Colleges. 17.1 28.9 31.6 17.1 5.3 .0 1.3
(3) to develop policies and promote the im­
plementation of policies on matters of 
statewide concern. 5.3 15.8 42.1 27.6 7.9 1.3 1.3
(4) to make recommendations on statewide 
matters affecting the California Com­
munity Colleges. 4.0 4.0 37.3 34.7 20.0 .0 2.6
(5) to assume responsibilities and perform 
functions as may be delegated to it by 
the local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations of 
California Community Colleges and by 
the Board of Governors of California 
Community Colleges. 9.3 12.0 32.0 14.7 6.7 25.3 2.6
161 to provide statewide communication be­
tween local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations in 
order to coordinate the actions and 
requests of California Community Col­
lege faculties. 17.3 16.0 37.7 20.0 5.3 6.7 2.6
(7) to initiate policy positions relevant 
to California Community Colleges and 
their role in higher education. 8.0 18.7 29.3 29.3 12.0 2.7 2.6
Note:



















Faculty, Senate Presidents and College Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories 
as to the Purposes, Aims, Functions of the Academic Senate 
G. Listed below are the purposes? aims, 
functions of the statewide Academic Senate
as described in the bylaws. To what extent 
do you believe the Academic Senate has been 
effective in carrying out the following:
(1) to represent the California Community 
College faculties and thereby ensure a 
formal and effective procedure for par­
ticipating in the formation of statewide 
























12) to strengthen local academic senates or 
other equivalent faculty organizations 









(3) to develop policies and promote the 
implementation of policies on matters 
of statewide concern






14) to make recommendations on statewide 








(5) to assume responsibilities and perform 
functions as may be delegated to it by 
the local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations of 
California Community Colleges and by 
the Board of Governors of California 
Community Colleges._________
(6) to provide statewide communication be- 
tween local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations in 
order to coordinate the actions and 











(7) to initiate policy positions relevant 
to California Community Colleges and 
their role in higher education.
57.0
--— ----"82 ;zr






---------7 7 . 3 ---- ----- SPCP
ME
ME
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data. Group: F=Faculty; SP=Senate Presi­
dents; CP=College presidents. Pattern of Response: NE=Not Effective; ME=Hoderately Effective; E=Effective.
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response for the category "to a very small extent" were 
located in response to this item (Tables 10 & 19). No col­
lege president indicated a "don't know" response for this 
item (Table 28).
The college presidents, in their responses to Senate 
development and implementation of policies and procedures on 
matters of statewide concern (G3), Senate assumes responsi­
bilities and performs functions which may be delegated to it 
by local senates and by the Board of Governors (G5), effec­
tiveness of the Senate in providing communication between 
local academic senates for purposes of coordinating action 
and requests (G6), and initiation of policy positions rele­
vant to California community colleges (G7), centralized their 
responses in the Moderately Effective pattern. When the per­
centages were summed, 86% of the responses to G3, 59% of the 
responses to G5, 74% of the responses to G6, and 77% of the 
responses to G7 were found in this effectiveness pattern 
(Table 29).
To summarize, based on their responses to the above 
items, the college presidents were in agreement with the fac­
ulty and in disagreement with the senate presidents in their 
evaluation of the Senate's effectiveness for these response 
items (Table 29). Also noteworthy was the pattern of "don't 
know" responses for all groups to item G5 (Tables 10, 19,
28). The highest percentage of "don't know" responses for 
the whole section for all three groups was located in 
response to G5, the effectiveness of the Senate in assuming
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responsibilities and performing functions delegated to it by 
local senates and the Board of Governors.
The responses of the college presidents appeared to be 
generally consistent with those of the faculty and senate 
presidents. The description of the statewide Academic Sen­
ate that emerged, with regard to the Senate's effectiveness 
in meeting its purposes, aims, functions as evaluated by 
respondent groups, was that of an effective organization.
The college presidents were most critical of the Senate, 
as were the faculty and senate presidents, when responding to 
evaluating Senate efforts to strengthen local senates (G2), 
providing communication between local senates (G6), and the 
Senate's effectiveness in assuming responsibilities to per­
form functions delegated to it by the local senates or Board 
of Governors (G5). Again, the high percentage of "don't 
know" responses was seen in the evaluation of Senate effec­
tiveness in assuming responsibilities delegated to it.
Effectiveness of Senate Activities (Section H). The 
items listed in Section H focus the attention of the respond­
ents on specific Senate activities and an evaluation of their 
effectiveness.
In response to the item, effectiveness of the statewide 
Academic Senate in communicating its activities to individual 
faculty members (H1), the college presidents concentrated 
72% of their responses in the Not Effective pattern, while 
18% indicated "don't know" (Table 30). In providing this
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Insert Table 30 about here
evaluation of Senate effectiveness, the college presidents 
concentrated their responses in the same pattern as the 
faculty and senate presidents (Table 31).
Insert Table 31 about here
When evaluating responsiveness of the statewide Academic 
Senate to positions taken by local academic senates (H2), 42% 
of the college presidents indicated "don't know" (Table 30).
The remaining 54% concentration of responses was found in the ' 
Not Effective pattern. When the concentrations of response 
were compared for all three groups, there was no agreement 
about the Senate effectiveness for this item. The faculty 
responses were dispersed; the senate presidents focused their 
responses in the Effective pattern (Table 31). Additionally, 
for all groups, the highest percentages of "don't know" 
responses for this section were observed— faculty, 48.9; sen­
ate presidents, 16.5; and college presidents, 42.1 (Tables 
12, 21, 30).
For the item, confidence and trust in the Senate to 
represent community college faculty (H3), the "don't know" 
response declined to under 2% (1.3) (Table 30). Again the 
concentration, 79% of the college presidents' responses, was 
found in the Not Effective pattern (Table 31). This



















College Presidents' Response to Staterae
H. Listed below are questions and statements 
about some of the many activities of the 
statewide Academic Senate. To what extent 
has the statewide Academic Senate been 
effective in fostering these activities.






















(1) How effective has the statewide Academic
Senate been in communicating its activities 
to individual faculty members? 23.7 23.7 25.0 7.9 1.3 18.4 1.3
(2) How responsive has the statewide Academic 
Senate been to recommendations made or 
positions taken by local academic senates? 10.5 19.7 23.7 2.6 1.3 42.1 1.3
(3) I have confidence and trust in the state­
wide Academic Senate to represent me on 
academic and professional matters. 21.1 21.1 36.8 14.5 5.3 1.3 1.3
(4) The statewide Academic Senate is active in 
speaking out on matters of academic and 
professional concern. 5.3 5.3 22.4 48.7 17.1 1.3 1.3
(5) The statewide Academic Senate demonstrates 
leadership in initiating policy statements 
relevant to the role of community college 
faculties in higher education. 9.2 14.5 38.2 22.4 11.8 3.9 1.3
(6) The statewide Academic Senate responds
actively to the changing needs of commun­
ity college faculties. 21.1 28.9 25.0 7.9 2.6 14.5 1.3
(7) The statewide Academic Senate has worked 
effectively to strengthen local senates. 28.0 25.3 21.3 6.7 1.3 17.3 2.6
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.



















Faculty, Senate Presidents and College Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories 
as to Identified Activities of the Academic Senate
H. Listed below are questions and statements 
about some of the many activities of the 
statewide Academic Senate. To what extent 
has the statewide Academic Senate been 
effective in fostering these activities.
ill How effective has the statewide
Academic Senate been in communicating 
























(2) How responsive has the statewide Aca- 
demic Senate been to recommendations 










(31 I have confidence and trust in the
statewide Academic Senate to represent 
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14) The statewide Academic Senate is active 









(51 The statewide Academic Senate demon-
btrate8 leadership in initiating policy 
statements relevant to the role of 
community college faculties in higher 
educat ion.
TT77TTr77B“
(61 The statewide Academic Senate responds 
actively to the changing needs of 
community college faculties.
54.0






(7) The statewide Academic Senate has 







■ m u ------- 74.6
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Group: F = Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents.








effectiveness evaluation was the same as the faculty response 
while differing from the senate presidents' evaluation which 
was in the Effective pattern (Table 31).
Eighty-eight percent of the college presidents' response 
to the effectiveness of the Senate in speaking out on matters 
of academic and professional concern (H4) was concentrated in 
the Effective pattern (Table 31). This was a noticeably more 
effective evaluation than that seen for any other item in 
this section. Also, the "don't know" response was less than 
2% (Table 30). It was interesting to note that the college 
presidents and senate presidents evaluated the Senate activi­
ty identified by this item as more effective than the faculty 
did. The faculty response characterized the Senate as Not 
Effective (Table 31).
The item, Senate leadership in initiating policy state­
ments relevant to the role of community college faculties in 
higher education (H5), revealed 75% of the college presi­
dents' response to be concentrated in the Moderately Effec­
tive pattern (Table 31). The faculty response agreed but the 
senate presidents focused their evaluation in the Effective 
pattern (Table 31).
When responding to the active response of the statewide 
Academic Senate to changing needs of community college facul­
ty (H6), the college presidents provided a reduced evaluation 
of Senate effectiveness. Seventy-five percent of their re­
sponses were centralized in the Not Effective pattern (Table 
31). The "don't know" response climbed to 15% (Table 30).
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The faculty respondents indicated a similar evaluation of 
effectiveness, while the senate presidents provided an eval­
uation of the Senate patterned as Effective (Table 31).
Seventy-five percent of the college presidents concen­
trated their responses to the effectiveness of the senate in 
strengthening local senates (H7) in the Not Effective pattern 
(Table 31). The "don't know" responses were a substantial 
17% (Table 30). Both the faculty and senate presidents eval­
uated the Senate as Not Effective on this item, also (Table
31).
To summarize, the college presidents have patterned 
their evaluation of the Senate as Not Effective on most items 
(five out of seven) in this section. However, the college 
presidents, more than either the faculty or senate presi­
dents' groups, thought the Senate effective in speaking out 
on matters of academic and professional concern. To a lesser 
extent, the Senate was considered effective in demonstrating 
leadership in initiating policy relevant to community college 
faculties.
As was observed in the responses of the faculty and sen­
ate presidents, the college presidents indicated a critical 
response to the Senate effectiveness when activities con­
cerned with communicating the Senate's activities to indi­
viduals and in strengthening local senates were considered.
The college presidents expressed a lack of knowledge 
about whether the Senate was effective in responding to 
recommendations and positions of the local senates.
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The responses of the college presidents were similar to 
the faculty in indicating a reduced evaluation of Senate 
effectiveness when responding to the changing needs of com­
munity college faculties. Also, in its work to strengthen 
local academic senates, the Senate was viewed by all three 
groups as ineffective.
Effectiveness of Senate Representation (Section I).
This section of the questionnaire requested the college pres­
idents to respond to the effectiveness of the statewide 
Academic Senate in representing community college faculty 
concerning specific issues.
The college presidents' responses indicated interesting 
diversity not revealed in the other two groups. While the 
faculty (Moderately Effective) and senate presidents' (Effec­
tive) responses revealed a centralization of responses that 
remains the same for each item in the section but differs 
between the groups, the college presidents' responses re­
vealed a different concentration for three of the four items 
in the section. Also, the "don't know" responses ranged from 
20% to 26% (Table 32), which was considerably less than the 
faculty (48.1-41.9) and more than the senate presidents 
(9.5-20.3) (Tables 14 & 19).
Insert Table 32 about here 
Concerning the establishment of Title V regulations for



















College Presidents' Response to Statements as to Academic Senate Representation of Faculty
I. To what extent has the statewide Academic
Senate been effective in representing 






















(1) the establishment of Title V regulations 
for the system-wide grading policy minimum 
standards? 5.4 6.8 32.4 23.0 12.2 20.3 3.9
(2) the California State Universities revision 
of their general education requirements? 9.3 16.0 28.0 14.7 9.3 22.7 2.6
(3) the Title V regulations regarding the 
associate degree? 5.4 9.5 35.1 18.9 5.4 25.7 3.9
(4) accreditation? 16.2 18.9 33.8 6.8 1.4 23.0 3.9
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
N of Population = 107; N of Respondents = 77; Percentage of Response = 72%.
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the system-wide grading policy (11), the college presidents 
concentrated 68% of their responses in the Effective pattern. 
This effectiveness evaluation was supported by the senate 
presidents, but was somewhat more positive than the faculty 
Moderately Effective evaluation (Table 33).
Insert Table 33 about here
College presidents' responses to the effectiveness of 
the Senate in representing faculties in the revision of the 
CSU general education requirements (12) and the effectiveness 
of Senate representation of faculties concerning Title V 
regulations regarding the associate degree (13) were focused 
in the Effective pattern. For item 12, 59% of the responses 
were found here and for item 13, 64% were observed (Table 
33). Interestingly, this response agreed with the senate 
presidents' group and was a more positive evaluation of the 
Senate effectiveness concerning these items than that of the 
faculty's Moderately Effective pattern (Table 33).
Clearly, the college presidents evaluated the Senate as 
least effective when representing faculty concerning the is­
sue of accreditation (14). Sixty-nine percent of their 
responses were concentrated in the Not Effective pattern. 
Also, the largest percentage of "to a very small extent" 
responses for this section was present in this item (Table
32). The college presidents, in their effectiveness evalua­
tion for the Senate, disagreed with the faculty group



















Faculty, Senate Presidents and College Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories
as to Academic Senate Representation of Faculty
I. To what extent has the statewide
Academic Senate been effective in 
























(1) the establishment of Title V
regulations for the system-wide 
grading policy minimum standards?
------- - 38.6 -------- F ME
------- 6 5 . 8 -------- SP E
--------  67.6 -------- CP E
(2) the California State Universities 
revision of their general education 
requirements?
--------  39.7 -------- F ME
--------  67.6 - SP E
--------  58.7 -------- CP E
(3) the Title V regulations regarding 
the associate degree?
--------  34.8 -------- F ME
L_------- 6 9 . 6 --------- SP E
--------  63.5 -------- CP E
(4) accreditation? --------  36.4 -------- F ME
------- - 78.3 -------- SP E
--------  68.9 -------- CP NE
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Group: F B Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents.
Pattern of Response: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E = Effective.
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Moderately Effective) and the senate presidents' (Effective) 
group. In fact, none of the three groups agreed with the 
others on this item (Table 33). Accreditation, as a Senate 
concern in which it represents faculty, is discussed in depth 
in Chapter VII.
In summary, the college and senate presidents evaluated 
the Senate as Effective and, therefore, disagreed with the 
faculty evaluation of the Senate as Moderately Effective in 
establishing the Title V regulations for the system-wide 
grading policy. The college presidents and senate presidents 
agreed in their evaluation of the Senate as Effective con­
cerning the representation of the Senate in the revision of 
the CSU general education requirements. The faculty consid­
ered the Senate Moderately Effective.
The college presidents provided a strong negative state­
ment by indicating their evaluation of the Senate as Not 
Effective when concerned with representing faculty about 
accreditation issues. None of the groups agreed on this item 
— senate presidents evaluated the Senate as Effective, while 
the faculty evaluated it as Moderately Effective.
Political Effectiveness of the Senate (Section J). This 
section of the questionnaire requested the college presidents 
to respond to the political effectiveness of the Academic 
Senate as it interacted with specific organizations in its 
environment.
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Insert Table 34 about here
In response to the items, political effectiveness in 
representing faculty to the Legislature (J1), political 
effectiveness in representing faculty to CPEC (J2), political 
effectiveness in representing faculty to CSU (J3), and polit­
ical effectiveness in representing faculty to UC (J4), the 
college presidents concentrated 76%, 78%, 63%, and 65% of 
their responses in the Not Effective pattern. The range of 
"don't know" response percentages for these items was (in 
order): 5.3; 13.2; 22.4; 23.6 (Table 34). When evaluating
the Senate effectiveness on these items, the college presi­
dents agreed with the evaluation of the faculty. However, 
both groups disagreed with the Effective (J1) and Moderately 
Effective (J2, J3, J4) evaluation of the senate presidents.
Insert Table 35 about here
The college presidents revealed a distinctly different 
evaluation of Senate effectiveness in their response to 
political effectiveness of the Senate in representing faculty 
to the Board of Governors (J5). The response indicated the 
college presidents consider the Senate to be more politically 
effective with the Board of Governors than with the other 
named organizations. Seventy-nine percent of the college 
presidents concentrated their responses in the Effective



















College Presidents' Response to Statements as to the Political Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
J. In representing community college faculties,
to what extent do you think the statewide 























(l) the legislature 21.1 22.4 32.9 13.2 5.3 5.3 1.3
(2) the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (CPEC) 19.7 26.3 31.6 5.3 3.9 13.2 1.3
(3) California State Universities (CSU) 19.7 19.7 23.7 11.8 2.6 22.4 1.3
(4) University of California (UC) 23.7 18.4 22.4 10.5 1.3 23.7 1.3
(5) Board of Governors (BOG, CCC) 9.2 9.2 36.8 28.9 13.2 2.6 1.3
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.



















Faculty, Senate Presidents and College Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories 
as to the Political Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
J. In representing community college 
faculties, to what extent do you 
think the statewide Academic Senate 
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76.4







































Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Group: F = Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents.
Pattern of Response: NE “ Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E = Effective.
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pattern (Table 35). Only 3% of the response was found in the 
"don't know" category, the lowest percentage for the entire 
section (Table 34). This evaluation was in agreement with 
the senate presidents and identified the Senate as Effective, 
while the faculty group evaluated the Senate as Not Effective 
(Table 35).
To summarize, this section, with one exception, revealed 
the most critical evaluation of the Senate effectiveness when 
all items in the section were considered. Contributing to 
this evaluation were the relatively low "don't know" percent­
ages. The obvious exception was that both the college and 
senate presidents viewed the Senate as Effective in its 
representation of faculty to the Board of Governors.
There was an observable tendency of the college presi­
dents to demonstrate agreement with the faculty group and for 
both faculty and college presidents' groups to disagree with 
the generally more effective evaluation provided by the sen­
ate presidents on these items.
Senate Overall Effectiveness— All Groups (Section K)
The final section of the questionnaires requested 
respondents to provide an overall evaluation of the effec­
tiveness of the Academic Senate (Table 36).
Insert Table 36 about here 
The faculty group was the most conservative in its



















Faculty, Senate Presidents and College Presidents' Response to Statements as to the
Overall Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
K. How do you evaluate the overall effectiveness of the statewide Academic Senate? (Check one.)
(1) Very effective j^J ; (2) Effective J^J ; (3) Somewhat effective J^J ; (4) Not very effective J^J ;











Faculty 9.1 17.1 24.5 15.4 6.7 27.2 14.4
Senate Presidents 39.0 33.8 18.2 3.9 1.3 3.9 2.5
College Presidents 19.2 30.1 34.2 11.0 5.5 .0 5.2
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
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overall evaluation. Fifty-seven percent of the respondents 
patterned their evaluation of the Senate's overall effective­
ness as Moderately Effective (Table 37). Twenty-seven per­
cent of the faculty chose "don't know" (Table 36).
Ninety-one percent of the senate presidents centralized 
their overall effectiveness evaluation in the Effective pat­
tern (Table 37). The "don't know" response dropped to 4% 
(Table 37).
Insert Table 37 about here
Eighty-four percent of the college presidents agreed 
with the senate presidents and evaluated the Senate's overall 
effectiveness in the Effective pattern (Table 37). None of 
the college presidents selected "don't know" (Table 36).
The senate presidents and college presidents agreed in 
their overall evaluation of the Academic Senate as Effective. 
Both groups had small "don't know" responses. The faculty 
was more critical of the overall effectiveness of the Senate, 
as indicated by their Moderately Effective evaluation. Also, 
the faculty revealed a much higher "don't know" response per­
centage than the other groups (Table 36).
Summary Observations
The information contained in Figure 1 is provided as a 
means of summarizing the evaluation of effectiveness patterns 
for all groups on all 23 questionnaire items.



















Faculty, Senate Presidents and College Presidents' Focus of Response Among Categories 
and Evaluation Pattern as to the Overall Effectiveness of the Academic Senate
K. How do you evaluate the overall effectiveness of the statewide Academic Senate? (Check one.)
(1) Very effective Q  ; (2) Effective ; (3) Somewhat effective J^J ; (4) Not very effective Q  ;










---- 57.0 — ME
Senate Presidents --  91.0 -------------- E
College Presidents ___ JL 83.5 J L __________ E
Note: Percentages reported in response categories exclude missing data.
Evaluation Pattern: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective; E = Effective.
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1. All groups evaluated the Senate as Moderately Effec­
tive when the Senate efforts to strengthen local 
senates (G2) was considered.
2. All groups evaluated the Senate as Effective in mak­
ing recommendations on statewide matters affecting 
the California community colleges (G4).
3. All groups identified the Senate as Not Effective 
when evaluating the Senate's effectiveness in com­
municating its activities to individual faculty 
members (H1).
4. All groups indicated that the Senate was Not Effec­
tive in working to strengthen local senates (H7).
5. Excluding the previously identified items where all 
groups agreed, the faculty and senate presidents did 
not evaluate the Senate's effectiveness the same way 
on any of the remaining items.
6. The faculty and college presidents agreed on their 
evaluation of Senate effectiveness on 11 of the 
items (G3, G5, G6, G7; H3, H5, H6; J1, J2, J3, j 4). 
Again, the four statements where all groups agreed 
were excluded.
7. The senate presidents and college presidents agreed 
in their evaluation of Senate effectiveness on five 
items (H4; 11, 12, 13; J5) when the items on which 
all groups agreed were excluded.
8. The faculty evaluated the Senate as Moderately 
Effective on a majority of the statements (12),
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
334
Not Effective on 9 statements and Effective on 1 
item (G4). Also, the faculty's response to the 
overall effectiveness question (K) was Moderately 
Effective.
9. The senate presidents evaluated the Senate as Effec­
tive on 20 statements. Moderately Effective on 1 
(G2), and Not Effective on 2 (H1, H7) statements.
The senate presidents' response to the question of 
overall Senate effectiveness (K) was Effective.
10. The college presidents evaluated the Senate as Not 
Effective on 10 items, Moderately Effective on 6 
items, and Effective on 7. The college presidents 
responded to the question concerning the overall 
effectiveness of the Senate (K) as Effective.
11. Finally, the senate presidents and faculty groups' 
overall evaluation of Senate effectiveness (K) was 
consistent with their evaluation of the individual 
statements. The college presidents did not demon­
strate the same consistency, choosing instead to 
evaluate the Senate as Effective after, evaluating 
its effectiveness as Not Effective on 10 of the 23 
statements.
Insert Figure 1 about here
Selected Comments - All Groups
Respondents to the questionnaires were provided with a
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Figure 1
Summary of Patterns of Response for All Groups as to All Statements
G. Listed below are the purposes, aims and functions of the Gr o cP
statewide Academic Senate as described in the bylaws.
To what extent do you believe the Academic Senate has been 
effective in carrying out each of the following: F SP CP
11} to represent the California Community College faculties 
and thereby ensure a formal and effective procedure for 
participating in the formation of statewide policies on 
academic and professional matters. ME E E
12) to strengthen local academic senates or other equivalent 
faculty organizations in the California Community Col­
leges. ME ME ME
13} to develop policies and promote the implementation of pol­
icies on matters of statewide concern. ME E ME
14} to make recommendations on statewide matters affecting the 
California Community Colleges. E E E
15} to assume responsibilities and perform functions as may 
be delegated to it by the local academic senates or other 
equivalent faculty organizations of California Community 
Colleges and by the Board of Governors of California 
Community Colleges. ME E ME
16) to provide statewide communication between local academic 
senates or other equivalent faculty organizations in order 
to coordinate the actions and requests of California Com­
munity College faculties. ME E ME
17} to initiate policy positions relevant to California Com­
munity Colleges and their role in higher education. ME E ME
H. Listed below are questions and statements about some of the 
many activities of the statewide Academic Senate. To what 




11) How effective has the statewide Academic Senate been in 
communicating its activities to individual faculty mem­
bers? NE NE NE
(2) How responsive has the statewide Academic Senate been to 
recommendations made or positions taken by local academic 
senates? NC E NE
13) I have confidence and trust in the statewide Academic Sen­
ate to represent me on academic and professional matters. NE E NE
14} The statewide Academic Senate is active in speaking out on 
matters of academic and professional concern. ME E E
15) The statewide Academic Senate demonstrates leadership in 
initiating policy statements relevant to the role of com­
munity college faculties in higher education. ME E ME
16} The statewide Academic Senate responds actively to the 
changing needs of community college faculties. NE E NE
17} The statewide Academic Senate has worked effectively to 
strengthen local senates. NE NE NE
Group: F = Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents.
Pattern of Response: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective;
E = Effective; NC = No Concentration.
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Figure 1— continued 
Summary of Patterns of Response for All Groups as to All Statements
I. To what extent has the statewide Academic Senate been GROUP
effective in representing the community college faculty 
in: F SP CP
(1) the establishment of Title V regulations for the system- 
wide grading policy minimum standards? ME E E
(.21 the California State Universities revision of their 
general education requirements? ME E E
(.31 the Title V regulations regarding the associate degree? Me: E E
(.41 accreditation: ME E NE
J. In representing community college faculties, to what extent 




(.11 the legislature NE E NE
121 California Postsecondary Education Commission (.CPEC) NE E NE
131 California State Universities (.CSU1 NE E NE
(.41 University of California (.UC1 NE E NE
ibl Board of Governors (.BOG, CCC1 NE E E





Group: F = Faculty; SP = Senate Presidents; CP = College Presidents,
Pattern of Response: NE = Not Effective; ME = Moderately Effective;
E = Effective; NC = No Concentration.
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space in which to write comments, if they wished, "about the 
effectiveness of the statewide Academic Senate." Approxi­
mately one-third (101 of 348) of the faculty respondents, 
one-third (29 of 70) of the senate presidents and one-third 
(22 of 71) of the college presidents chose to write comments. 
The respondent statements which follow were selected because 
they seemed representative of the comments submitted for each 
group.
Faculty. Of the faculty commenting, over 40 of the com­
ments pertain to not knowing about the statewide Senate, 
having no contact or communication with the Senate, a com­
munications gap. One respondent wrote, "I know more about 
the effectiveness of the Academic Senate through my activi­
ties in CTA and news articles than from information from my 
local senate, so I really do not know how state and local 
senates interact." Another wrote, "The efforts of the Aca­
demic Senate should be published and mailed to all faculty 
members— ." Yet another commented, "I do not believe the 
state Academic Senate is effective in communicating to the 
faculty; therefore, they may be more active than I know of." 
One commented, "What has the Academic Senate done for me 
today? How do they know what the faculty needs are? Do they 
help in my teaching role? Am I more effective because of the 
Academic Senate?" One individual voiced the opinion, "The 
Academic Senate has become too 'academic* and is overly con­
cerned with entrance standards. Also, they seldom reflect
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the concerns of vocational education." Finally, "I believe 
statewide effectiveness depends upon the strength of local 
leaders, and when effectiveness is less than desirable, it is 
due to those who are inexperienced and less professionally 
involved than they should be in the political arenas (local 
and state)."
Senate Presidents. In commenting on the statewide Sen­
ate's effectiveness, the senate presidents did not concen­
trate on communication to the same extent as the faculty. 
Several recognized the problem from the perspective of the 
president, who receives the communications from the Senate, 
"While I feel that the statewide Senate has been very effec­
tive, I also believe that greater effort should be made to 
communicate with faculties at the local level. The communi­
cation is left to the local senates and often, due to the 
time investment in local problems, the state business is 
overlooked." Another wrote, "Its greatest strength is its 
credibility with the State Legislature, and Board of Gover­
nors. Its greatest weakness is that it seems pretty out of 
touch with rank & file faculty members on individual 
campuses."
Two senate presidents expressed strong criticism of the 
Senate. The first one wrote: "ASCCC is effective but in my
opinion it is wrong-headed— we are being dragged back to a 
junior college position." The second: "When I indicate that
the ASCCC has been effective or that it has been instrumental
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in policy formation or change or that it has been active in 
speaking out on academic matters, I don't mean that I believe 
it has been a positive influence or that it represents the 
views of a majority of CC faculty. The ASCCC leadership 
represents an elitist point of view which I believe is con­
trary to the best interest of students."
College Presidents. when commenting on the Senate's 
effectiveness, one college president thought, "The statewide 
Senate has appeared to represent too small a segment of CC 
faculty and has been dominated too long by the same leader­
ship. I see some signs of changes and hope for better 
representation & involvement with local senates." Another 
commented, "Too much emphasis on academic areas as opposed to 
vocational." Yet another, "Lack of systematic data gathering 
from local faculty & therefore lack of representative vote." 
Finally, "They seem to be a strong voice before the BOG & 
Legislature. I don't see much aimed back towards campus 
activity."
Paradigm Analysis 
The intent of the questionnaires was to provide the 
broadest picture of the Academic Senate effectiveness as seen 
by three primary but separate groups in the Senate's environ­
ment. In Chapter IV, the reader was provided with a series 
of three distinct but related paradigm, as well as the logic 
justifying their use in juxtaposing the various data in
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meeting this study's general objectives of determining the 
effectiveness and impact of the Academic Senate for Cali­
fornia community colleges. Contained in each paradigm are 
definitions of organizational effectiveness developed by 
recognized authorities, as well as characteristics which are 
attributable to the specific paradigm.
The format of the questionnaire grouped the statements 
in thematic sequence, asking for responses to statements 
about the Senate's purposes (G), activities (H), representa­
tion (I), political effectiveness (J), and overall effective­
ness (K). The behavior of the Senate which the respondents 
evaluated in each section was juxtaposed against the indi­
vidual paradigm in this section of the questionnaire 
analysis. Typically, the Senate behavior evaluated for 
effectiveness by the questionnaire statements in the purposes 
(G) and activities (H) sections are Paradigm A behaviors; 
Senate representation (I), Paradigm B; and the Senate's 
political effectiveness (J), Paradigm C. Information which 
was obtained through observation, archival research and 
interviews was integrated as part of the analysis.
Senate Purposes, Aims, Functions
Paradigm A behavior assumes that all organizational 
activity is based on a combination of values and objectives 
which are meaningful to the organization. Organizational 
activity is based on organizational choice and it can be used 
as a means for identifying the reason— goal, purpose,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
341
objective— for the action. This behavior is most often 
observed through the actions of centralized leadership which 
explores and evaluates various options in light of the cost 
to the organization. Typically, as the cost increases for an 
alternative, the likelihood that it will be chosen as an 
activity decreases and vice versa.
There are several features which were observed from the 
response patterns to the statements concerning the purposes, 
aims and functions of the Senate which indicated the effec­
tiveness of the organization when behaving in a Paradigm A 
manner.
The response pattern evaluation for all groups on all 
items contained in this section revealed either Moderately 
Effective or Effective evaluations of Senate effectiveness 
(Figure 1). Further, on two items, efforts at strengthening 
local academic senates (G2) and making recommendations on 
statewide matters affecting the California community colleges 
(G4), all three groups agreed the Senate was Effective. Con­
cerning item G2, the Senate was viewed as Moderately Effec­
tive and G4 as Effective. On all of the remaining items, the 
faculty and college presidents agreed that the Senate was 
Moderately Effective while the senate presidents saw the 
organization as Effective.
The similarity of responses between the college presi­
dents' group and the faculty group was noteworthy— especially 
when one realizes that neither group is in the Senate's 
direct communication line. Generally, college presidents
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have the greatest access to all governance information, which 
may explain their relatively small "don't know" response.
The senate presidents evaluated the Senate as Effective more 
often than the other groups on most items. Interestingly, 
the senate presidents reduced their evaluation of Senate 
effectiveness concerning its efforts at strengthening local 
senates and agreed with the faculty and college presidents' 
Moderately Effective rating. The faculty and college presi­
dents increased their evaluation to Effective and were in 
agreement with the senate presidents, when responding to the 
Senate's effectiveness at making recommendations on statewide 
matters affecting the California community colleges.
These response patterns illustrated that the composite 
view of the Senate's effectiveness was concentrated and was 
similar within and among the groups surveyed. Coupled with 
the organizational structure of the Senate, which is repre­
sentative and democratically constructed, and the shared 
images which the respondents have, a picture of the Paradigm 
A effectiveness characteristics of the Senate emerged.
The faculty group demonstrated a much higher "don't 
know" response to all items than either of the other groups, 
which may be explained by the fact that the Senate's leader­
ship is centered in its elected Executive Committee. Struc­
turally, the Senate, through the Executive Committee, inter­
acts with faculty through their local senate president. The 
local president has the responsibility to distribute the 
information. Recall that the senate presidents evaluated the
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Senate as more effective than either the faculty or the col­
lege presidents, and this was very likely the result of their 
increased information.
Given that the senate presidents received the most sub­
stantial amount of direct information, their reduced evalua­
tion of the Senate's effectiveness when concerned with 
strengthening local senates was more meaningful. Clearly, 
the senate presidents, who have the most information, sug­
gested that the centralized leadership re-evaluate their 
approach to meeting this purpose.
These response patterns indicated the groups' broad 
description of the Senate's Paradigm A behavior in which the 
organization's values and axioms were observed and the shared 
images of the respondents apparent. As one college president 
commented on the questionnaire, "The Senate very effectively 
represents the views of the leadership. My personal view is 
that the ASCCC has very effectively followed directions with 
which I strongly disagree." There is a high probability that 
both college and senate presidents, because of their roles 
and access to information, were in a position to observe the 
organization's behavior more directly than the faculty.
When juxtaposed against the organizational effectiveness 
definitions and characteristics of Paradigm A, which are 
based on evaluating the extent of goal/purpose attainment by 
an organization, the behavior of the statewide Academic 
Senate was judged effective by the respondents.
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Effectiveness of Senate Activities
The next section of the questionnaires was concerned 
with the effectiveness of the Senate concerning specific 
activities. All groups evaluated the Senate as Not Effective 
when communicating to faculty members in strengthening local 
senates. Because the Executive Committee Minutes and Senate 
conference reports contain numerous references to the general 
topic of communication, the problems encountered by local 
senates and the inherent difficulty of trying to solve the 
problem, these responses reflected Paradigm A behavior, 
characterized by problem identification and evaluation by the 
centralized leadership, and were consistent with responses 
observed in the previous section.
In four interviews, this researcher delved into the com­
munications problem. Specifically raised were questions 
concerning whether the Executive Committee Minutes or news­
letters were ever mailed to a larger group than the senate 
presidents. Each time the respondents indicated that there 
was controversy within the Executive Committee about the pros 
and cons of these types of communication. Especially contro­
versial was the mailing of the Minutes to any one other than 
the Executive Committee.
The Committee meets monthly during the academic year and 
the Minutes cannot be approved until the following month.
The prevailing opinion has been that the Minutes should not 
be mailed until approved and, because the issues are contro­
versial and complex, even the approved Minutes could be
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misleading and misunderstood. Also, much of the information 
would be outdated by the time the Minutes were received. 
Mailing costs are very expensive. In the final analysis, 
Executive Committee Minutes were not considered effective as 
a general communication device and, as a result, they were 
circulated to the Committee only. However, the minority 
opinion was that the Minutes remain the organ that provides 
the most consistent and available source of information about 
the on-going Senate activities.
Most Academic Senate presidents have produced periodic 
newsletters in an attempt to alleviate the recognized problem 
but these were mailed to senate presidents only. Because of 
the expenses involved, there has been no large-scale mailing 
to the general membership about the Academic Senate activi­
ties. Senate presidents were encouraged to circulate the 
various publications.
Last spring, the Executive Committee received correspon­
dence from a local senate representative, indicating the 
Committee should involve local senate presidents in the 
activities of the Executive Committee more directly. The 
Committee agreed with the letter and responded (Executive 
Committee Minutes, March, 1982) by setting aside a workshop 
day for senate presidents as part of the Fall 1982 Confer­
ence. Also, Executive Committee representatives, as reported 
in the same Minutes, were reminded strongly to more effec­
tively represent their regions and build a solid base by 
calling the campuses they represent.
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In these instances, the Senate demonstrated, through its 
centralized leadership. Paradigm A behavior. The activities 
resulted from organizational choice based on the purposes and 
objectives, were in response to identified problems, and were
carefully evaluated prior to the decision.
The response patterns of the groups for the remaining 
items in this section of the questionnaire illustrated 
similarities to those observed in the previous section and 
continued to illustrate Paradigm A behavior. The faculty and 
college presidents' groups agreed that, when concerned with 
confidence and trust in the Academic Senate to represent com­
munity college faculties on academic and professional matters 
and the response of the Senate to changing needs of faculty, 
the Senate was Not Effective. The senate presidents eval­
uated the Senate as Effective on these two items.
When each of these items was juxtaposed against Paradigm
A, the respondents of the respective groups viewed the Senate 
behavior as centrally controlled and two of the groups, fac­
ulty and college presidents, have a shared image of Senate 
effectiveness. The senate presidents' image of the organiza­
tion, which differed from the other groups, was probably due 
to their presence in the direct communication path. Their 
view of the Senate was Effective and centrally controlled.
The response groups illustrated their divergence of 
opinion regarding the effectiveness of the Senate concerning 
Academic Senate responsiveness to recommendations made or 
positions taken by local senates. Common to all groups was a
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high "don't know" response, with over 40% of the faculty and 
college presidents' responses in this category. For the 
faculty, the remaining responses were spread among the cate­
gories. The centralized organizational structure of the 
Senate has, to a certain extent, control over the information 
the respondents need to evaluate response items. Consistent 
with its Paradigm A behavior, the centralized leadership has 
chosen not to distribute information widely.
The college presidents and senate presidents shared an 
image of the Academic Senate as Effective in speaking out on 
matters of academic and professional concern, but differed 
with the Moderately Effective image held by the faculty 
group.
When the responses to statements contained in this sec­
tion were juxtaposed against the Paradigm A characteristics, 
the behavior of the Academic Senate was found to be less con­
sistent than that of the previous section. The faculty and 
college presidents shared an image of the Senate's effective­
ness as Not Effective on nearly half of the section's items. 
Yet, the senate presidents viewed the Senate as Effective on 
all but two items (H1, H7). Clearly, the respondents have 
identified problem areas for the Senate. The behavior con­
cerning the specified activities must be identified as mixed 
in its effectiveness. These activities are logically tied to 
the purposes, aims and functions of the Senate. Because they 
are specific activities, the attention was more narrowly
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focused and resulted in providing a more discriminating eval­
uation of Senate effectiveness.
Paradigm A defines organizational activity as based on 
organizational choices which are bound by organizational 
objectives. Effectiveness, then, is activity specific and, 
clearly, the Senate's effectiveness concerning some activi­
ties was found to be minimal. On other items, the Senate was 
identified as effective. The Paradigm's value in identifying 
the reason for some of the Senate's ineffectiveness was 
apparent in the discussion about communication.
Effectiveness of Senate Representation
When the respondents for all three groups were asked to 
respond to the extent of Senate effectiveness in representing 
community college faculty concerning specified issues, the 
faculty group demonstrated a gravitation to the middle, 
evaluating the Senate as Moderately Effective, and a strong 
"don't know" response. Not so with the two presidents' 
groups, who viewed the effectiveness of the Senate as 
Effective in all areas but one. This exception was seen in 
the college presidents' response to the accreditation item in 
which they provided a Not Effective rating of the Senate.
The issues listed— system-wide grading policy, Cali­
fornia State Universities' general education requirements, 
associate degree regulations and accreditation— may appear to 
be without any unifying theme. However, they were themat­
ically tied by virtue of the fact that they were issues in
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the Senate's environment for which other agencies had final 
authority for resolution. The Senate's activities in repre­
senting faculty regarding these issues, all of which directly 
impact the community college faculties, demonstrated Paradigm 
B behavior of the Senate.
Paradigm B assumes that an organization consists of sub­
units, each of which have existing goals, programs and rules 
by which they operate. The activity or output of the organi­
zation is directed by a coordinated leadership and is the 
result of established routines and loose coordination of the 
sub-units. Short-term activity is based on standard pro­
cedures, while long-term output is based on organizational 
goals and programs. The organization attempts to rcutinize 
its activity and to standardize interaction with its environ­
ment.
Paradigm B organizational effectiveness definitions 
incorporate the totality of the organization— acquisition and 
transformation of resources, outputs, feedback, and preserva­
tion of organizational integrity.
The following is offered to illustrate the Senate's 
Paradigm B behavior. The system-wide grading policy was the 
result of a statewide controversy concerning the quality of 
education in California and the specific attendant issues in 
higher education of poorly-prepared entering freshmen, less 
than minimal competency in basic skills in large numbers of 
students, reduction of entrance and exit requirements and 
grade inflation, to name but a few. The effects of the
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massive changes in educational values and philosophy made 
during the 1960's and early 1970's prompted the controversy.
In 1977, stimulated by external influences and consis­
tent with its aims and purposes, the Senate Executive 
Committee established the Academic Standards Committee (now 
the Educational Policies Committee) as a standing committee. 
This Committee developed and analyzed a questionnaire which 
was distributed to faculty throughout the community college 
system. In reporting the results to the Spring 1979 Senate 
Conference, the Committee provided the delegates with infor­
mation about grading practices and academic quality which was 
previously unavailable. Leon Baradat, Chair of the Committee 
in 1977, felt that individuals and professional groups, pre­
viously unaware of the Academic Senate's existence, became 
very interested in the Senate and its activities as a result 
of this report. Undoubtedly, the quality of this effort was 
viewed as a demonstration of the seriousness with which the 
Senate was willing to attack the academic standards issues 
and more than one informant indicated it was directly related 
to the subsequent support for and recognition by the Board of 
Governors of the Senate as the statewide representative for 
community college faculty on all matters of academic and pro­
fessional concern in 1979.
Paradigm B behavior identifies sub-units which have 
existing goals and programs. The Academic Standards Commit­
tee quickly became a vital sub-unit and utilized other sub­
units, the local senates, to achieve its goals. Any analysis
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of Paradigm B behavior is concerned with how the information 
is provided because the value of the Paradigm rests with 
identifying the routines that mediate organizational activi­
ty. In this instance, the Academic Standards Committee 
provided information to the leadership which was a reflection 
of fact, as well as the organization's goals.
Another indication of Paradigm B behavior was the estab­
lishment of routines, rules, standard operating procedures. 
The recognition of the Senate by the Chancellor's Office and 
Board of Governors simultaneously established procedures 
whereby the Senate representatives would meet regularly with 
the Chancellor; Senate officers would be included in the 
development of Board of Governors' agenda items; and, parti­
cipation of the Senate in the appointment of faculty to 
Chancellor's task groups and committees was assured. Several 
years later, local senate presidents were included on the 
distribution list for the Chancellor's Office publications 
relating to academic and professional matters.
By 1980 the die was cast in the direction of a system- 
wide grading policy specifying minimum standards. There were 
many voices in the development of the final regulations. 
Clearly, the Senate participation on the Chancellor's Advis­
ory Committee and the subsequent procedure requiring colleges 
to work through the local senates to establish the campus 
policy (district standards could be more stringent) were 
characteristic of Paradigm B. Another ingredient in the 
Paradigm B behavior pattern was the Senate's procedural
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commitment to bringing as much information as feasible to the 
semi-annual conferences for debate and resolution develop­
ment. The resolutions were subsequently used to establish 
direction for the organization by the Executive Committee, 
sub-committees and various other representatives. Also, 
local senates used the resolutions in similar ways. The 
long-term output of an organization is defined by the organi­
zational goals in Paradigm B behavior. Coordinated by its 
leadership, subunits acted following prescribed procedures 
and routines. The organizational activity of the Senate led 
to the organizational output which took the form of implemen­
tation of statewide minimum grading standards in 1981-82.
The response patterns to questionnaire item 11, concern­
ing grading standards, suggested that those who received the 
information (either from the Senate or other sources) and 
participated directly, i.e., senate presidents and college 
presidents, were very aware of the Senate's activities. Each 
group evaluated the Senate as Effective concerning this 
issue. The faculty viewed the Senate as Moderately Effective 
but many "didn't know" about the Senate's involvement in 
establishing the grading policy minimum standards.
Once the Senate was recognized as the statewide voice 
where academic and professional matters were concerned, it 
became routine, in typical Paradigm B fashion, for the Senate 
to participate with the other segments of education. The 
California State University and University of California Sen­
ates quickly recognized the status of the Senate and granted
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Intersegmental Committee (representatives from CSU, DC, CC 
faculties) membership, as well as interaction with the presi­
dents of DC and CSD senates, and other cooperative efforts 
became routine activities of the Senate. Also, participation 
with the State Board of Education Roundtable began.
The California State University system, in response to 
extensive criticism about the quality of their education, 
decided to do a thorough re-evaluation of their general edu­
cation requirements. Besides providing parallel freshman and 
sophomore level coursework for transfer students, the com­
munity colleges had been granted, by the California State 
University system, the authority to certify when general 
education requirements were met by transferring students. In 
undertaking this re-evaluation, the California State Univer­
sity system, in effect, was questioning the quality of its 
academic program, as well as that of the community colleges.
Senate representatives met regularly with California 
State University senate representatives and others, and the 
two systems interacted regularly through the Chancellors' 
offices. Again, the regulations and reporting procedures 
were developed with full participation of the Academic Sen­
ate. Local senates were responsible for developing and 
implementing, in conjunction with administration and boards 
of trustees, the individual campus review and re-evaluation 
of the meaning of general education.
Once again, the Senate's Paradigm B behavior, as defined 
by its long-term goals, coordinated by its leadership,
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operated in conjunction with its sub-units and used estab­
lished procedures, was observed. The senate presidents and 
college presidents in their responses to the item (12) con­
sidered the Senate Effective, while the faculty viewed the 
Senate as Moderately Effective.
On the heels of the California State University re-eval- 
uation of their general education requirements, the Board of 
Governors, California Community Colleges, through the Chan­
cellor, mandated a thorough review of the associate degree 
requirements. The pattern for the review was identified and 
the procedures outlined based on those used in previous 
issues. Certain minimum requirements were established by the 
Board but not without advice from many groups, including the 
statewide Academic Senate. Within the framework, individual 
district variations were appropriate. The Board and Chancel­
lor, once again, worked in conjunction with Senate repre­
sentatives (and others). The delegate assembly debated the 
issues, which were centered largely around the statewide 
associate degree requirements concerning competency in read­
ing, writing and computation, since the new regulation 
required that competency be demonstrated by degree recip­
ients. How it is demonstrated and other details of implemen­
tation were the prerogative of the district.
The Senate Conference resolutions demonstrated the broad 
involvement of the Senate in the associate degree issues.
The process for arriving at these resolutions illustrated the 
Senate's Paradigm B commitment to using standard procedures
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as the foundation for positions taken by sub-units and repre­
sentatives of the organization. The issues surrounding the 
implementation of the associate degree minimum requirements 
continue to be debated on individual campuses through local 
senates, administrations and boards of trustees as this study 
is written. They must be in place for the 1983-84 school 
year.
The patterns of response to the questionnaire item 13 
remain similar to the previous items: the faculty indicated
the Senate to be Moderately Effective but largely without 
information about its involvement; the presidents' groups 
indicated an Effective evaluation of Senate activities and 
greater knowledge about the activities.
The final item of this section concerned the effective­
ness of the Senate in representing faculty in issues sur­
rounding accreditation. Accreditation, as a concern of the 
Academic Senate, is discussed thoroughly, in relation to the 
Paradigm and participant observation, in Chapter VII.
The issues selected for this portion of the question­
naire involved every campus in the system and were either 
resolved and being implemented as this study began or have 
not been resolved as it draws to closure. The process by 
which the issues have been debated and discussed, statewide 
represented the culmination of many of the Senate's most 
basic efforts, which have been directed toward the routiniza- 
tion/acceptance of the Senate through legal justification and 
standard procedures as the faculty representative on matters
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of academic and professional concern. Also, through the 
efforts of the Senate, which are largely unknown to most 
faculty, the routine involvement (often specified in Title V 
regulations) of local senates has been effected. A pattern, 
in the way the Academic Senate addressed issues, emerged and 
follows.
1. Issue is identified by one or more of the following: 
Board of Governors; Chancellor; statewide Academic 
Senate; local senate; California State University; 
University of California; Public.
2. Referral to Committee: Chancellor's Advisory Com­
mittee; Intersegmental Committee; Roundtable;
AS-CIO; Academic Senate Educational Policies Commit­
tee; Academic Senate Executive Committee; Internal 
Ad Hoc Committee.
3. Executive Committee debate/discussion.
4. Recommendation of Executive Committee to delegate 
assembly for approval/disapproval, unless time frame 
cannot be adjusted.
5. Resolutions from Conferences offer the foundation on 
which the Senate builds positions and alternative 
positions in representing faculty concerns.
6. Local senate activity related to discussion and/or 
implementation of alternatives.
There were many variations to the above steps and the 
steps may not always occur in the identified sequence. All 
of the standardized procedures and coordination of the
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units were directed toward output-oriented behavior which 
indicated that the Senate spoke for and represented the 
faculty.
When the responses to this section were juxtaposed 
against Paradigm B, the Academic Senate's effectiveness was 
considered Moderately Effective. In actuality, the outputs 
have been effective, but the organizational routines which 
were responsible for the large "don't know" response from the 
faculty mediated their understanding of the Senate's effec­
tiveness in representing them.
Political Effectiveness of the Senate
Paradigm C assumes that every organization is composed 
of many players who are involved in activity, resulting from 
the bargaining and negotiation which occurs along routinized 
pathways. Conflict and compromise are everyday occurrences. 
There are many actors involved in the organizational behavior 
and they have diverse interests and uneven influences. An 
integral part of the Paradigm is the recognition of power 
bases and of shared power bases.
Paradigm C behavior recognizes that individuals have 
goals, past positions, and priorities which may conflict with 
the organization's goals. Outcomes are often the result of 
confusion, compromise, and muddling of the individual actors. 
Organizational activity is not the result of unitary action 
taken by the whole organization.
Effectiveness definitions for Paradigm C incorporate the
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notion of interdependence and the role of the individual in 
incorporating personal motives and goals with organizational 
goals.
The faculty and college presidents' responses to the 
political effectiveness of the Senate were very similar on 
all but one item. Both groups considered the Senate to be 
Not Effective on items J1-4. The college presidents, how­
ever, differed from the faculty but agreed with the senate 
presidents, and evaluated the Senate as politically Effective 
in interacting with the Board of Governors (J5). Perhaps 
this was attributable to the effectiveness or lack of effec­
tiveness of the routine procedures and coordinated efforts 
evaluated in the previous section. The senate presidents saw 
the Senate as Moderately Effective, politically, on all items 
except when interacting with the Legislature and Board of 
Governors, where they evaluated the Senate as Effective.
Paradigm C behavior prescribes that action results from 
the negotiation that occurs along routinized pathways— within 
and outside the organization. The items in this section 
requested the respondents to evaluate the political effec­
tiveness, the Paradigm C behavior, of the Senate when it 
interacted with organizations in its environment. When the 
responses were juxtaposed against Paradigm C, the Senate's 
effectiveness was judged ineffective by the faculty, effec­
tive by the senate presidents and, not effective by the col­
lege presidents. However, the Paradigm addressed inter­
dependence and individual behavior related to organizational
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activity. The questionnaire statements concerned judgments 
about entire organizations. Since Paradigm C behavior is not 
the result of unitary action taken by the whole organization, 
the evaluation of the Academic Senate's political effective­
ness was expanded by exploring the actors through interviews 
and participant observation.
That the Senate has been working in the Paradigm C mode 
with some degree of effectiveness may become more conclusive 
when the interviews and participant observation data are 
analyzed in later chapters. The issue s identified in the 
previous section of the questionnaire illustrated the Sen­
ate's participation in issues largely generated by elements 
outside the organization and handled through joint committee 
interaction, in which various interest and representative 
groups participated. Since the Senate is collegial and 
advisory with final decision-making power resting in the 
arena of other groups, it was interesting to observe that 
Paradigm C behavior occurred simultaneously to A and B, in 
many instances. Certainly many Senate players were involved 
in the grading policy, general education, associate degree, 
and accreditation issues. Clearly, these individuals were 
often in situations where there were diverse interests and in 
which the players had unequal influence. Any one issue 
traced, as accreditation is in Chapter VII, will further 
illustrate the conflict and compromise present in everyday 
interaction.
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PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION
In March, 1982, the Executive Committee of the Academic 
Senate was presented with an abstract of the proposal for 
this study and a letter requesting their support in the re­
search. The formal request was carried by Leon Baradat,
Chair of the Educational Policies Committee and member of the 
Executive Committee. Prior to the Committee meeting, Baradat 
had received and read the complete proposal and we had dis­
cussed thoroughly the objectives and methodology so that he 
would be prepared to answer questions about the proposed re­
search.
It was my firm conviction that the success of this study 
would rest on the willingness of the Executive Committee to 
cooperate by: including me in their mailings; providing
address labels of the local senate presidents for use with 
the questionnaire; allowing me to indicate in correspondence 
that they were knowledgeable about my project; providing 
access to the archives; and providing general access to 
information about the activities of the Senate. In short, I 
needed credentials to approach the membership and environment 
of the Senate.
The approved Executive Committee Minutes, March 26 and 
27, 1982, indicate that "Baradat presented a research 
proposal by Gail Prentiss, Program Coordinator (Director) at
360
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MiraCosta College and doctoral candidate in education at Uni­
versity of San Diego. She wishes to study the Senate, its 
goals and impact. It was agreed (MSC Conn/Baradat) with two 
abstentions that we cooperate with this study" (Note 8).
There was some discussion as to whether the Senate was 
endorsing the proposal and some concern as to whether it was 
obligated to support the results.
Guba and Lincoln defined participant observation " . . .  
as a form of inquiry in which the inquirer— the observer— is 
playing two roles. First of all, of course, he is an observ­
er; as such, he is responsible to persons outside the milieu 
being observed. But, he is also a genuine participant; that 
is, he is a member of the group, and he has a stake in the 
group's activity and the outcomes of that activity" (1981, p. 
189) .
As a participant observer, the methodology of choice for 
this research was described as " . . . based on the assump­
tion that a researcher can enter a situation with the sub­
jects knowing who he is and why he is there, and can estab­
lish with them a relationship characterized by trust and a 
free and open exchange of information" (Bogdan, 1971, p. 21). 
It was such an environment that I entered beginning in April, 
1982.
Academic Senate Spring Conference—  April, 1982
"Building Excellence in Education," the theme of the 
Spring 1982 Conference, provided my initial opportunity to
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observe the Academic Senate in action. This was the first 
face-to-face meeting with various members of the Senate 
Executive Committee since their discussion of my proposal and 
there were numerous positive comments about my project.
Within moments of the normal "get acquainted" conference 
behavior, as we stood around the coffee pot, several 
delegates expressed curiosity about my project. By the close 
of the Conference two days later, numerous people had offered 
suggestions of people for me to interview and meetings I 
should consider attending.
One of the meetings which was suggested as having a high 
potential for being interesting to observe was the Western 
Association of Schools and Colleges Accrediting Commission 
for Community and Junior Colleges' semi-annual meeting, to be 
held in June, 1982. The proposed agenda for the meeting 
included a response to the Senate's request that it appoint 
faculty representatives to the Commission and that the number 
of faculty representatives to the Commission be increasesd to 
40% of the Commission's total membership. Testimony from the 
Senate representatives would be presented at that meeting.
Bogdan (1972) described the role of the participant 
observer as one of seeing the world as the subjects see it; 
to understand the complexity of the setting (pp. 3-4). The 
observer at once acts as an insider to the issue, while 
describing the program to the outside without affecting the 
data. I decided that the accreditation issue provided 
substantial opportunity for development as a participant
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observation theme for the study. In addition to being able 
to observe the Senate in action at meetings and hearings, 
publications, memos and interviews were available to provide 
a thorough analysis of this issue.
Foundations for the Issues
The Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC) 
is the parent organization to several commissions. The 
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges 
(ACCJC) is the accrediting body which most affects the insti­
tutional lives of the California, Hawaiian and Pacific Basin 
(American Samoa, Guam, Micronesia) schools and colleges which 
include public and private institutions. The other two 
commissions of WASC are: Accrediting Commission for Senior
Colleges and Universities and Accrediting Commission for 
Secondary Schools.
The Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior 
Colleges' Handbook of Accreditation and Policy Manual, 1981, 
defined accreditation as:
A voluntary process involving an association of schools 
and colleges to encourage high standards of education. 
Accreditation indicates that the accrediting commission 
judges that the institution, in a manner consistent with 
commission standards, offers its students, on a satis­
factory level, the educational policies set forth in its 
objectives, and is likely to continue to do so.
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Clearly, faculty participation in the process is of 
critical importance in defining institutional objectives, 
academic quality and educational opportunities for students. 
The Academic Senate's concern for increasing the faculty 
involvement in accreditation began in the fall of 1970 at the 
conference when the following resolution was passed.
The Academic Senate recommends that the Accrediting 
Commission of the Western Association of Schools and 
Colleges give serious consideration to greater utiliza­
tion of community college faculty as an integral part of 
the accreditation teams visiting all community colleges 
and that the nomination of these faculty members be made 
by the Academic Senate and/or local faculty senates and 
that representation be appropriate for programs within 
that college (Note 11).
The early concern centered around justifying and accom­
plishing the right of the Senate to provide the faculty names 
for appointment to faculty positions on the visiting teams 
and increasing the number of faculty members on each visiting 
team. In 1977, the Commission agreed to accept nominations 
for visiting teams from the Academic Senate. This procedure 
remains in place.
The Senate leadership turned its attention to increasing 
the number of faculty representation and to acquiring the 
right of appointing the faculty representatives to the Com­
mission. Because the Commission only meets semi-annually and 
WASC meets yearly, any changes take a long time to effect.
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The issue of faculty representation— numbers of and who 
appoints— was an active issue at the time I went to the 
Academic Senate Conference in Spring, 1982. It required much 
effort to "catch up" on the various steps occurring over many 
years which preceded the following account. To their credit, 
Senate representatives Conn, Bischof, Baradat, Hinkley, and 
others never lost patience with my questions or my presence.
Accreditation was one of many topics I discussed with 
Edith Conn during an interview session. What follows was her 
brief account of the most noteworthy events surrounding the 
Senate's activities as they related to accreditation.
Prentiss: In a nutshell, can you give me the background
of the accreditation issues from the beginning?
Conn: Well, it all started at one of the very first
Senate conferences in fall, 1970. There was a resolution 
passed; something to the effect that faculty should be more 
involved in accreditation and should serve on the accredita­
tion teams appointed by the Senate. As far as I know, noth­
ing happened at that point until Tyra (Duncan-Hall) got up at 
a meeting of the whole Senate in the spring of '76 and said, 
"Whatever happened to the resolution that we passed in 1970?" 
She said, "Why aren't we on those accreditation teams; why 
aren't we being appointed by the Senate to those teams?" I 
think that Walt McCallum was President then and somehow he 
started to pursue why faculty weren't on visitation teams. 
When I was President and he was Past President, I asked him
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to continue and we had a difficult time just finding out 
where the Accrediting Commission Office was located.
We finally found the Office and it was hard to get any
definite answer, but what we found out was that the meeting 
of the Commission was going to be in Hawaii and I said,
"That's great. Go to Hawaii and ask them if the Senate can
begin to appoint members to the teams." We had to build up 
the rationale and prepare a great deal of material justifying 
the Senate position. Walt McCallum went, in spite of the 
expense, and they said, yes, you can address us for five 
minutes; we're very busy and we usually don't take testimony. 
When you think about all those years the Accreditation Com­
mission must have been meeting with nobody knowing what was 
going on— never again. He made the presentation and they 
accepted the idea that the Senate could make nominations to 
the teams. Then Walt didn't run again. He went off the 
Board and Lloyd DeGarmo took it up from there.
We decided to find out how the people got on the Commis­
sion. You wouldn't think things would be hard to find out, 
but it wasn't easy. That concern really didn't start in 
earnest until two or three years ago. We started going to 
their meetings, at least I started going to their meetings, 
and testified on other things. We were kind of side-tracked 
a little bit . . . let's see, it would have been the year 
Tyra (Duncan-Hall) was President, when they started re-writ­
ing the Accreditation Handbook. We really worked on that and 
practically rewrote it ourselves, especially that Standard 9
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which has to do with governance. We wanted the Academic 
Senate written in there and that was a struggle. And we 
wanted faculty all through it. I met with Mary Amber and Val 
(Villa). We had an eight-hour lunch at the Hyatt in Los 
Angeles and just went through the proposals. We also had 
people testifying at various hearings on the Accreditation 
Handbook, but we worked very hard on that and did get faculty 
written in at various points. But most important was the 
section on Faculty Governance where it says, "The Faculty 
Senate shall be important . . . "  It also includes Val's 
statement at the end, explaining the difference between the 
Senate and collective bargaining units. So, once having done 
that, which took about a year and a half, we went back to the 
issue of appointing people to the Commission itself and the 
first response we got from Swenson was, "Why don't you ask 
CCJCA (now CACC)?" So, in fact, we did ask them. Of course, 
they just laughed.
Prentiss: This is pre-Kellerman (Executive Director,
CACC).
Conn: Yes. Kellerman just came on in '82. This would
have been in Lloyd Messersmith's time. So, we had to ask the 
CCJCA, and we asked them, if we could make nominations 
through CCJCA but none of that worked out. A year ago, in 
the spring of 1S81, John Petersen (Chair of the Commission) 
finally agreed with us that they should re-examine their 
appointment procedures and other aspects of membership. So, 
John made the motion that there be a committee to study the
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appointing procedures. That's why I went to Hawaii to testi­
fy— because the committee made its report and the Senate 
didn't like it. That brings us to '82 and this past spring. 
It's interesting that one of the arguments we used to support 
why we should appoint people to the Commission was that we 
had been recognized in their Handbook which was, of course, 
an accomplishment in itself.
It should be noted that Conn's testimony (to which she 
referred in our interview) before the Accrediting Commission 
meeting in Hawaii in January, 1982, represented the Senate's 
response to the Ad Hoc Committee's proposed changes in Com­
mission composition. At that time, the Ad Hoc Committee had 
recommended that nominations for ACCJC representatives should 
be gathered statewide but that a committee of the Commission 
make the appointments. Conn provided me with a copy of her 
prepared testimony in which she began by congratulating the 
Commission on appointing the Ad Hoc Committee to study its 
membership and appointment procedures and pointed out that 
many changes in community colleges have occurred since the 
Commission's procedures were adopted. One major change cited 
was the emergence of senates, coupled with the concept of 
collegiality and shared governance, in community colleges.
Next, Conn identified the Academic Senate's two major 
concerns with the proposal.
Our main concerns with the proposal of the Ad Hoc 
Committee are only two.
1. We feel there must be a definite commitment to
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a specific number or percentage of faculty on 
the Commission. Significant faculty participa­
tion is required in self-study reports. A log­
ical extension of this crucial faculty role at 
local colleges is having a significant number 
of faculty on the Accrediting Commission. On a 
Commission largely devoted to evaluation of 
educational excellence, it would seem appropri­
ate to have faculty as key members. Senate 
appointments are now accepted by many state 
agencies, offices, and groups. Our proposal, 
that 40% of the Commission be faculty, ap­
pointed by the Academic Senate, was not only 
passed unanimously at our Fall Conference, but 
was also specifically supported by letters and 
wires to Dr. Swenson from college and district 
senates representing more than one-third of the 
colleges.
2. We are concerned about the credibility of a
commission composed almost totally of self-ap­
pointed members as the proposal of the Ad Hoc 
Committee recommends. We know of no other 
state Commission that is self-appointed. We 
feel neither the goals of affirmative action 
nor those of geographic and institutional 
diversity can be fully met if the Ad Hoc Com­
mittee report is accepted. While I do not wish
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m g ,
to take the time now to discuss details of 
alternative proposals, I do suggest that the 
Commission direct the Ad Hoc Committee to hold 
open hearings at which various approaches to 
appointment and membership procedures may be 
discussed, I do want to mention, however, that 
we as a Senate have worked very cooperatively 
with Dr. Swenson in suggesting nominees for 
accrediting teams. We submit, after careful 
local screening, a group of names from whom Dr. 
Swenson selects those who meet the particular 
needs of the institutions to be accredited ...
Therefore, we urge the Commission to do the follow-
1. Return the report of the Ad Hoc Committee to 
the Committee without endorsement.
2. Ask the Committee to hold open hearings to dis­
cuss alternative proposals for Commission mem­
bership and appointments. The Committee, 
before submitting the report before you, met 
only once in a non-publicized meeting. We sug­
gest open hearings so that the Senate (and 
others) may discuss their views. On this 
crucial issue dialogue is essential; soliciting 
written comments alone is not enough.
3. Suggest that the Committee bring more than one 
proposal to the Commission for consideration in
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June. We feel the Commission should have the 
opportunity to consider more than one plan.
4. Listen to the voice of the faculty of Califor­
nia Community Colleges . . . (Note 11).
As a result of this testimony, the Commission decided to 
distribute a copy of the testimony, as well as the Ad Hoc 
Committee's proposal to member institutions, and to hold open 
hearings concerning the Committee's report.
The Accrediting Commission held hearings on May 5 (nor­
thern California) and May 11 (southern California) for the 
purpose of gathering input on the issue of the Ad Hoc Commit­
tee's proposal. In preparation for those hearings, Conn 
reported to Senate delegates at the Spring Conference of 1982 
and briefly outlined the policy the Senate wanted the Commis­
sion to adopt. The Senate proposal requested that 40% of the 
total Commission membership be composed of faculty members
and that the Senate appoint the faculty representatives to
the Commission. Following discussion on the proposal, Conn's 
report ended when she urged delegates to testify in support 
of the Senate position at the hearings.
A short time after the Spring Conference, I received 
correspondence from Conn, including the materials which pro­
vided substantive background information on the issue and a 
notice that the pre-hearing strategy caucus would take place 
about 12:45 p.m., May 11, 1982, in the student union at Santa 
Monica Community College. Conn indicated she would have
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information from Norbert Bischof as to the outcome of the 
northern California hearing at that time.
Accrediting Commission Hearing— May 11, 1982
Pre-Hearing Caucus. Conn revealed at the caucus that 
the several administrators spoke against the Senate position 
and that some exploration of possible compromise positions 
occurred in dialogue among the Commissioners present and 
those testifying at the northern California hearing. The 
Senate representatives then decided who would make statements 
and in what order. Some discussion took place concerning the 
testimony to be given. All agreed that: They would not be
drawn into a discussion about possible compromise positions; 
they would not participate in exchanges concerning what 
accreditation teams on individual campusus did or did not do; 
and, they identified two individuals, Executive Committee 
members Carmen Decker and Alfredo Mendoza, who would direct 
attention to the Commission's current method for selecting 
faculty representatives.
The group was very aware that the reason for these hear­
ings was that Edith Conn’s testimony at the previous Commis­
sion meeting in Hawaii raised the issue to the point that it 
could not be subordinated any longer. Leon Baradat reviewed 
the strategy and provided support for the Senate's position: 
collegiality; accreditation speaks to instruction which is 
what faculty know best; Senate is the recognized voice of 
community college faculty; and, CTA, AFT and FACCC all agree
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with the Senate's position. Also, the Commission's Ad Hoc 
Committee proposal advocated that appointments to the Com­
mission be made by the Commission— a very undemocratic 
process.
The Hearing. At least 10 colleges, some of which were 
represented by Senate members and some by administrators, 
were present at the Hearing. Also, a representative from 
FACCC was present.
The Commission members identified the ground rules for 
testimony which consisted, largely, of establishing the order 
in which testimony would be heard, which was alphabetical.
The first three persons deferred their testimony to a later 
time which allowed Edith Conn to present the Senate's posi­
tion. Her testimony included the points identified in the 
pre-caucus, plus a statement indicating that the Accrediting 
Commission for Community and Junior Colleges was the last 
major body in California who's faculty representation was not 
appointed by a senate. The testimony following Conn's was 
given by a variety of individuals representing various 
aspects of the Senate viewpoint, as well as others who repre­
sented different points of view.
The opposition to the Senate position was offered by two 
administrators, the President of West Los Angeles College and 
the Vice President of Instruction at El Camino College. They 
indicated that when one group was responsible for appointing, 
there was no assurance that all points of view would be
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represented; that the integrity of tiie Commission should be 
maintained; that the Commission was responsible to its member 
schools which are located not only in California but the 
Hawaiian Islands, Guam and the Pacific Islands. To change 
the composition of the Commission would affect the represen­
tation of other member groups, creating more and difficult 
problems.
Leon Baradat, in his role as Chair of the Senate's Edu­
cational Policies Committee, testified that the credibility 
of accreditation, in general, was under question by CPEC, the 
California Department of Public Instruction and the Legisla­
ture. He rebutted the opposition testimony concerning the 
hazards of one organization appointing representatives to the 
Commission by asking, "then why should CACC (formerly CCJCA) 
continue to appoint faculty representatives to the Commis­
sion?" He closed by indicating the Commission's Ad Hoc Com­
mittee proposal advocated appointments to the Commission by 
the Commissioners— and "only the Soviet Politburo operates 
that way."
Terry Maare, President of FACCC, indicated his organiza­
tion supported the Academic Senate's position.
Post-Hearing Caucus. Testimony was exhausted approxi­
mately one hour after the Hearing began. Faculty repre­
sentatives caucused in the faculty lounge of the college 
following the hearing. A complete de-briefing occurred and 
strategy for the June 14 meeting of the Commission was
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developed. It was clear that the two Commissioners present 
had not understood the Ad Hoc Committee's proposal and that 
the Senate had not yet prepared a compromise position. Those 
present identified the Commissioners who should be lobbied 
before the June meeting in an attempt to gain Senate support. 
It was anticipated, based on the previous year's Commission 
hearing, that the agenda would be long and time short. The 
decision was made for Conn to notify Robert Swenson, Exec­
utive Director of the Accrediting Commission, that there 
would be individuals at the meetings who would want to be 
heard, and he would be notified of the Senate's position in a 
letter from Barbara Hinkley, Senate President.
Discussion turned to, "if all else fails, what is the 
Senate's new position?" The caucus became a brainstorming 
session with various possibilities being explored. The 
consensus was that the Senate had many options; that it was 
willing to listen to a compromise to the Ad Hoc Committee's 
proposal if one were offered. The most likely compromise was 
thought to be an offer to appoint some faculty members from a 
list supplied by the Senate but that the Commission would not 
likely change its constitution. A constitutional change 
would be required if the Senate proposal of 40% faculty com­
position of the Commission and the Senate as the appointing 
body were accepted. The strategy agreed upon was to wait and 
see how the meeting in June developed, but to recognize two 
points: the figure of 40% faculty representation would be
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negotiable and the Senate right of appointment of faculty 
representatives would not.
The caucus disbanded about 4:30 p.m., with everyone 
agreeing they would try to get to San Francisco for the 
Commission meeting and "pack the room." Edith Conn would 
convey the sense of the hearing to the Executive Committee 
members who were not present.
Accrediting Commission Meeting— June 14, 1982
A telephone conversation with Edith Conn revealed that 
she had recently talked with Robert Swenson, Accrediting Com­
mission Executive Director, to establish what time the issue 
of faculty membership on the Commission would be discussed 
and found out that it would be discussed at 9:00 a.m. as the
first item on the agenda. Conn and Swenson agreed to a meet­
ing about one week before the Commission meeting. The pur­
pose, from Conn's point of view, was to articulate the Sen­
ate's position and perhaps offer some feasible alternatives 
to the Ad Hoc Committee's proposal.
Conn indicated there would be a Senate caucus in the
Plaza Airport lobby at 8:15 a.m., June 14, and urged me to 
attend.
Pre-Meeting Caucus. About 10 Senate representatives 
began to gather and we moved into the coffee shop to review 
the morning's strategy. Conn provided an overview of the 
issues, reviewed what happened at the Hearings, and answered
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questions. It was agreed that everyone should be prepared to 
speak but that Conn would introduce the Senate’s concerns, 
followed by Hinkley and Bischof addressing more specific 
aspects of the issue.
Commission Meeting. The Commission conducted some 
routine business and by 9:20 a.m. was prepared to discuss the 
issue of proposed changes in Commission membership. The num­
ber of Senate representatives had increased to 29 and they 
represented colleges from all over California. The physical 
setting was that of a long, narrow meeting room in the hotel, 
furnished with a rectangular conference table around which 
the Commission sat. The chairs on which the Senate repre­
sentatives were seated totally surrounded the Commission.
John Petersen, President of Cabrillo College and Chair 
of the Commission, reviewed the motions being proposed. Many 
letters had been received by the Commission between the time 
of the May hearings and the June 14 meeting. Letters from 
Assemblywoman Teresa Hughes of Los Angeles and Senators Gary 
Hart of Santa Barbara and Leroy Greene of Sacramento were 
read and acknowledged. The thrust of these letters was to 
stress the importance of faculty participation throughout 
accreditation and the important role played by the statewide 
Academic Senate in the process. Also, the legislators indi­
cated that any Commission structure which would provide for 
Commission appointment of Commissioners without faculty 
involvement would be viewed unfavorably.
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The Chair suggested that the agenda be interrupted 
briefly while he and Senate representatives discussed the 
procedures for taking testimony. It was agreed that the open 
discussion would be limited to 30 minutes.
Edith Conn made the opening statement, as had been 
planned in the caucus, followed by Barbara Hinkley (Presi­
dent), Palomar College, and Phil Hartley (Vice President), 
Chaffey College. Hinkley addressed the criticism of the Sen­
ate expressed by individual Commissioners during the hearings 
that it didn't represent vocational faculty. She provided a 
copy of the list of self-declared disciplines, provided by 
registrants to the Spring Conference, which indicated that 
many delegates were from vocational areas. Hartley addressed 
the importance of accreditation and indicated that the facul­
ty supported accreditation. He indicated the Academic Senate 
wanted to increase faculty involvement in accreditation and 
that included faculty-appointed faculty representatives to 
the Commission. Further, he said the Senate was the vehicle 
for accomplishing this since it was the recognized repre­
sentative of faculty on academic and professional matters and 
it was democratically constituted.
Jean Vincenzi (Saddleback College) emphasized the 
"rightness" of accreditation. The purity of the accrediting 
process was protected by the representatives of the Commis­
sion. She suggested that the Commission must fight the "old 
boys" syndrome and the tendency toward "you scratch my back
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and I'll scratch yours." The purity of accreditation and 
rightness of the process must be protected.
Jack Stirton of CTA indicated support for the Senate's 
position and stated that accreditation was concerned with 
academic and professional matters. Therefore, CTA recognized 
and supported the Senate's position because it was in the 
scope of the defined role of the Senate and not an appropri­
ate concern of collective bargaining.
At least nine other Senate representatives testified, 
each emphasizing a different point. When the allotted 30 
minutes had elapsed, testimony was concluded, but those who 
had not testified were requested to give their name and 
school to be entered in the records.
The Chair of the Commission opened the discussion; indi­
cating his support for the Senate position, but rhetorically 
questioned who the constituents of the Accrediting Commission 
for Community and Junior Colleges were. He pointed out that 
the Commission must insure the participation of all inter­
ested parties and the apparent domination by California 
community colleges had raised the concern of the private 
member institutions, as well as the institutions located in 
the other geographical locations. In closing, he indicated 
that the motion before the Commission would allow for an 
increase in faculty representation while addressing the 
concerns of the other institutional members.
Jack Hedges, a faculty representative to the Commission 
appointed by CACC (CCJCA), moved to amend the motion to
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increase the Commission size to 19 members to allow for more 
faculty representation. The pro argument focused on the 
general agreement that there should be more faculty repre­
sentation: the collegial model would be supported; the
Senate as the group that represents faculty should appoint; 
other organizations were currently represented by Commission­
ers— CCJCA, CCCT. The con argument centered on the possi­
bility that it would open the flood gates to other groups 
which would demand representation to the Commission; that the 
proposed change would raise the ire of member institutions; 
and, that California faculty would represent all other 
faculty.
Thomas W. Fryer, Jr., Chancellor of the Foothill-DeAnza 
Community College District and member of the Commission, 
spoke out sharply against the motion. He, too, indicated a 
desire to accommodate the position of the Academic Senate but 
he indicated his strong disapproval of the Senate's political 
references— i.e., Baradat's statement about the similarity of 
the Commission's proposal to the Soviet Politburo (Hinkley 
had quoted Baradat) and the use of the pressure of letters 
from legislators who today are friends but will be gone 
tomorrow. Fryer spoke directly to Hinkley, saying he had 
read all of the material she had sent but remained critical 
of the value of the Senate resolutions concerning accredita­
tion and, in fact, most Senate resolutions because they did 
not discriminate between what are trivial and critical 
issues. He closed his opposition statement by indicating
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that he did not like the motion under discussion but that he 
did not have an alternative solution. Fryer proposed that no 
action be taken, saying the Commission would be ill-advised 
to push for hasty solution that has far-reaching implica­
tions .
Discussion about the motion and its amendment continued. 
Gus Guichard, Vice Chancellor of the California Community 
Colleges and the individual filling the only place on the 
Commission required in statute (Title V), expressed concern 
for the credibility of the Commission. He indicated that he 
didn't believe the legislative interest demonstrated by the 
letters was just a passing concern. There appeared to be 
abundant legislative interest. He indicated that he didn't 
sense an objection to broader faculty input but "how" was the 
question. Guichard suggested a process that would include 
drawing nominations from many groups and selecting faculty 
Commissioners from the list. Guichard indicated that the 
decision may have to be delayed.
Robert E. Swenson, Executive Director of the Commission, 
indicated that an increase in Commission size would cause an 
increase in expenses. He reminded the Commissioners that 
constitutional changes require a year to implement and that 
the Commission could continue to operate effectively for 
another year under the current constitution.
Fryer proposed the motion be tabled and that the Chair 
appoint another ad hoc committee to consider: role of other
constituent groups (besides the Academic Senate); a specific
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nominations procedure; a specific appointment procedure; pro­
posed alternatives from which the Commission would choose; 
and, a specific number to be appointed.
The motion to table passed, and a motion to appoint a 
new committee was considered. Petersen summarized by saying 
he hoped all of the issues had surfaced. Clearly, he said, 
the question of the legitimacy of the Academic Senate had 
been laid to rest. The issues were the specified number or 
percentage of faculty members and the problem of how other 
constituent groups would be represented. He reminded those 
present that the Commission must be concerned about the pub­
lic, private and Pacific Basin constituents, as well as the 
California community college faculties/institutions. Peter­
sen indicated the charge to the committee would be: estab­
lish the number of appointments; identify the nominating 
authority; and, identify the constituent elements. He called 
for the question. The motion passed unanimously.
The Commissioners expressed their appreciation to the 
former Ad Hoc Committee and indicated a genuine concern about 
the issues raised by the Senate. They requested that the 
Senate not feel a need to reaffirm the credibility of the 
Senate. They indicated the Senate's apparent negative view 
of the Commission was understood and did not need to be re­
stated. Edith Conn expressed the Senate's appreciation for 
the Commission's time and concern and offered the services of 
the Senate. A recess was called at 11:15 a.m.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
383
Post-Meeting Caucus. By 11:20 a.m., a post-meeting 
caucus was in full swing downstairs in the hotel lobby.
There were approximately 12 Senate representatives par­
ticipating in the general discussion, and there was general 
agreement that the Senate should adopt a problem-solving 
posture at that point. The Commission had indicated some 
valid concerns, and requested that the previous position, 
stating 40% of the Commission be composed of faculty, be 
reconsidered.
One individual indicated that it was important to keep 
the issue alive and to expose whether the Commission's action 
was a delaying tactic or a genuine plan to solve the issues. 
The group decided to draft a letter to be presented to the 
Commission before it adjourned for the day. The major points 
of the letter included: recognition that the current process
was not adequate and should not be used any longer than nec­
essary; any appointments to the Commission should be speci­
fied as short-term, since the procedure is under review by an 
ad hoc committee; and request that Senate representatives 
meet with the Commission representatives to explore solutions 
to the issues. Conn and Herzstein polished and typed the 
letter; the hotel duplicated copies for all Commission mem­
bers; and, the Commission allowed Conn the opportunity to 
present the letter after they returned from lunch. Later, it 
was learned by Senate representatives that several Commis­
sioners were angry and considered the letter an affront.
The faculty group suggested some elements for
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consideration as possible compromise positions of the Senate 
might include: nominating committee for Commission represen­
tatives; increased emphasis on the legislative support 
aspect; Senate willingness to meet with a sub-committee of 
the Commission; and, placing pressure on the Commission to 
bring the issue to the January, 1983 Commission meeting for 
resolution. The caucus adjourned at noon.
Accrediting Commission Sub-Committee Meeting— August 6, 1982
In a letter dated June 28, 1982 and addressed to the 
Academic Senate for California Community Colleges, Edith Conn 
reported that Hinkley was working closely with the Senate 
accreditation committee to develop alternative positions and 
proposals to be considered by the Commission's Ad Hoc Commit­
tee. She reported, also, that the Ad Hoc Committee Chair,
Tom Fryer, had contacted Hinkley to request that she submit 
names for delegates to attend the Commission's Ad Hoc Sub­
committee meeting in August. The Sub-Committee's charge was 
to prepare alternative models to be considered by the Ad Hoc 
Committee before its report to the Commission in January,
1983 (Note 9) .
In an interview with Barbara Hinkley, Past President of 
the Academic Senate, which occurred on July 30, 1982, I asked 
if she thought the Commission would be able to meet the Sen­
ate's recommended deadline to resolve the issue of membership 
and appointment at their February meeting.
She said, yes, that it appeared that the Commission
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intended to do that or they would not be calling a meeting of 
the Sub-Committee (of the Ad Hoc Committee) during the sum­
mer. She also said that when she talked with Fryer they were 
all relieved to realize that the Senate was willing to give 
up its position of 40% faculty membership on the Commission. 
Hinkley indicated that she wasn't sure the Commission really 
understood the Senate's position, in which the bottom line 
was that the Senate should appoint the faculty members to the 
Commission. The percentage of faculty representation was not 
as important as that point.
Information on the August 6 meeting was obtained from 
individuals who were present (Baradat and Hinkley), as well 
as from reports to the Academic Senate by Conn. The Sub-Com­
mittee meeting was attended by: Senate representatives
Hinkley (President), Hartley (Vice President), Baradat (Edu­
cational Policies Chair); Kellerman, Executive Director,
CACC; Swenson, Executive Director, Accrediting Commission; 
Petersen, the Commission Chair; Lee, faculty Commissioner; 
Enos, trustee Commissioner; Bates, Commissioner representing 
the public sector; Anderson, representing the senior schools 
Commission; and, Fryer and Wenrich (not on the Commission), 
Chief Executive Officers and Commissioners from community 
colleges.
Fryer chaired the meeting. Many alternatives were ex­
plored. The proposal which emerged from the Sub-Committee 
was to increase the size of the Commission to consist of 17 
Commissioners: five members appointed from community
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colleges; three appointed from the private sector; one from 
the senior commission; one from the high schools commission; 
one from the University of Hawaii; one from the Chancellor's 
Office (Title V requirement); one from private universities; 
and, maintain the four Commissioners appointed from Cali­
fornia community college Chief Executive Officers.
The second aspect of the Sub-Committee's proposal was to 
establish a nominating committee which would nominate persons 
for all Commission vacancies. The membership proposed for 
the nominating committee was; two members from the Seriate; 
two from the Chief Executive Officers; two from CCCT. Any 
two of the members of the nominating committee must be Com­
missioners.
The proposal was to be submitted to Chief Executive 
Officers in the fall, the Academic Senate in November and 
finally to the Accrediting Commission in January.
Baradat attended the Sub-Committee meeting and analyzed 
the proposals in a conversation the following day;
1. The Senate gave up its position requesting 40% fac­
ulty representation on the Commission and the 
request to appoint faculty directly to the Commis­
sion.
2. CACC lost its right of direct appointment of faculty 
representatives. The proposal excluded any group 
from having this exclusive right.
3. The Senate would gain a participatory role in ap­
pointing new commissioners as long as Senate
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appointees to the nominating committee were not re­
placed by Commission appointees.
4. The faculty would be guaranteed five positions on 
the Commission, to be selected by a process that 
more likely will represent the Senate point of 
view.
5. The plan contained many loopholes. If it were 
implemented without "gamesmanship," it could be very 
effective. If the Commission demonstrated lack of 
integrity, the Senate had a natural fall-back posi­
tion, in that both CPEC and the Legislature were 
investigating the accreditation process and had 
demonstrated a desire for increased faculty involve­
ment in the process.
Academic Senate Fall Conference— November, 1982
Accreditation Break-Out Session. The special interest 
session was attended by about 25 delegates and began with the 
Chair providing an overview of the structure of accreditation 
in California and the role of the Accrediting Commission for 
Community and Junior Colleges. Delegates were provided with 
a review of the Senate's long-standing interest in the mul­
tiple issues of accreditation. These remarks led to a report 
of the proposal of the Sub-Committee of the Accrediting Com­
mission which was then outlined for those present.
Conn related a conversation she had with Swenson, Execu­
tive Director of the Commission, several weeks after the
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Sub-Committee met. At that time, she was told of the two new 
full-term appointments (replacements not additions) that had 
been made by CACC. Those Senate representatives attending 
the Commission Sub-Committee meeting in August (CACC repre­
sentative was present) believed that an agreement had been 
reached with CACC that no new full-term appointments would be 
made since the appointing process was under review.
The Senate Executive Committee had informed the Commis­
sion that one of the two newly-appointed faculty members was 
not a classroom teacher and reminded them of their perceived 
agreement. Several times, Commissioners and Senate represen­
tatives met concerning the appointee, and agreed that there 
was a need for a common definition of what constitutes a 
faculty member. The Commission had reaffirmed the appro­
priateness of the new CACC appointees, indicating that both 
were considered faculty (as opposed to management or admin­
istrators) on their campuses and that CACC remained the 
appointing body until (and if) the changes occurred. Inter­
estingly, Jack Hedges, the CACC appointee to the Commission 
who moved to amend the original Ad Hoc Committee's proposal 
to increase the number of faculty commissioners, was replaced 
by one of the new appointees even though it was announced at 
the June meeting that Hedges had one more year to his term.
The break-out session was designed to expose the issues 
contained in the Sub-Committee's proposals and to generate 
other resolutions for debate the next day. The delegates 
began to debate the proposal and it became clear to the
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Executive Committee members present at the break-out session 
that the delegates did not unanimously support the Sub-Com­
mittee's proposal.
In an informal conversation with Norbert Bischof (Execu­
tive Committee member) following the break-out session, he 
elaborated on his reactions to the Accrediting Commission's 
proposal.
Bischof recognized the victory: five faculty as opposed
to two; CACC (CCJCA) no longer would nominate commissioners; 
Senate was assured nomination rights within limits. But 
Bischof also was clear in his opposition to the appointment 
of two members nominated by CACC after the agreement which 
the Senate thought was in effect in which the Commission 
would make no new appointments. He opposed the Executive 
Committee's endorsement of the plan without qualification 
because he said the Senate should make its position clear and 
accepting the plan did not clearly indicate that the Senate 
remained committed to attaining its right to appoint Commis­
sioners.
Bischof and Leon Baradat (member of the Commission Sub­
committee) sparred in the resolution-writing break-out 
session. Baradat felt that the plan was a bitter pill but, 
nevertheless, CACC had the right to make the nominations. 
Also, that while the proposal did not offer great gains, it 
did not remove the option of future strategic moves. Bischof 
wanted it understood that he didn't oppose the proposal, but 
it wasn't good enough; the Senate shouldn't be satisfied;
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and, the Senate should continue to work to achieve its right 
of appointment.
Senate Resolutions. Two resolutions were brought before 
the delegates concerning accreditation (Academic Senate Reso­
lutions, Fall, 1982). The first was a resolution to support 
the Sub-Committee's proposal and, the second, a resolution 
reaffirming the Senate's position that it would recognize 
faculty representation only when the faculty were appointed 
by the Academic Senate, local senates or with their concur­
rence. The supporters of the second resolution stated in the 
floor debate that it was necessary to tell the Commission 
that if the Senate's much-compromised position was not appre­
ciated and the Commission did not support the Sub-Committee's 
proposal, the issue of faculty representation on the Commis­
sion would continue to be sought using the alternatives which 
remained, such as seeking Legislative and CPEC support of the 
Senate's position.
The resolutions were introduced and debated extensively. 
There was a thorough exposure of the issues and pro and con 
arguments to the Sub-Committee's proposal. Both resolutions 
carried (Note 10, Book 2). These resolutions were somewhat 
paradoxical but they also reflected the delegates' recogni­
tion of the reality of the situation. In other words, they 
and the Senate leadership have a strong commitment to achiev­
ing what they understand to be the Senate's rightful role in
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appointing faculty representatives to participate in com­
munity college governance.
The first resolution reflected that position. Numerous 
similar resolutions had passed in previous years. At the 
same time, the delegates realized that the Senate's position 
on appointments had not been totally compromised or negated 
by the Commission Sub-Committee's proposal, because the use 
of nominating committees is generally acceptable and the Sen­
ate would be appointing faculty representatives to the 
nominating committee. They chose to approve a proposal that 
offered less than the ideal, but more representation and thus 
influence in governance than they presently had.
Accrediting Commission Meeting— January 17, 1983
Under most circumstances, the flight from San Diego to 
San Francisco is so routine that it differs little from the 
normal drive to work. However, California's winter of 1983 
will long be remembered. Upon my arrival at the terminal, 
the PSA departure information indicated that my flight was to 
be delayed. Generally, the weather wasn't too bad but San 
Francisco was fogged in with zero visibility. Since there 
was a scant hour between my flight's scheduled arrival in San 
Francisco and the start of the Commission meeting, this was 
an anxiety-producing delay. The Commission had informed the 
Senate that the discussion of the Ad Hoc Committee proposal 
would begin shortly after 9:00 a.m.
After delays on the ground, flying holding patterns in
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the air and one aborted attempt at landing, the flight ar­
rived an hour and a half late. Upon arrival at the meeting, 
it became clear that several Commissioners had arrived late 
for weather-related reasons, and that the agenda had been re­
ordered so that the Ad Hoc Committee could present its report 
at a later time to the entire Commission.
Following lunch, a representative from CPEC provided the 
Commission with an update of their study of accreditation. 
Edith Conn was serving as the Senate's representative on the 
Technical Advisory Committee to CPEC and its report will be 
published by the fall of 1983.
At 1:45 p.m., the Commission was.ready to address mem­
bership and appointment procedures. Fryer, as Chair of the 
Ad Hoc Committee, reviewed the complex issues. He indicated 
that feelings ran deep and they complicated the solution; 
and, that accreditation was very important and for it to be 
successful and viable, all who are involved must have a stake 
or ownership in the process. He recognized that had probably 
not been the case.
Fryer outlined the Sub-Committee's recommendations:
1. The Commission would consist of 17 members.
2. Title V stipulates one Commissioner be appointed by 
the Chancellor's Office. A similar appointment for 
Hawaii was recommended.
3. Other members would include: at least five faculty 
appointments; three public members, one of whom has 
governing board experience; one from the schools'
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commission; one from the senior commission; one 
representing the Pacific Basin institutions (Fryer's 
addendum to the Committee's recommendation); four 
appointed by Chief Executive Officers.
4. Create a nominating committee consisting of six mem­
bers: two faculty; two administrators; two public;
and, two from the Commission. The Academic Senate, 
Chief Executive Officers and Community College 
Trustees appoint from their segments; the Commission 
Chair would appoint two to the nominating committee, 
replacing segmental appointments.
Fryer then indicated that the plan was probably not the best 
of all possible alternatives but that it was the best that 
could be accomplished at this time. He believed that it 
would strengthen the accreditation process. With a motion 
and second to accept, discussion followed. Petersen estab­
lished the procedure: discussion by the Commission; discus­
sion by others present; discussion by the Commission; 
discussion of each item of the recommendations.
A lively debate followed in which all Commissioners par­
ticipated, as well as the Senate representatives who were 
present. The debate lasted for two hours and 35 minutes.
Two of the CEO's were on opposing sides; each of the faculty 
Commissioners took opposing positions. Each Commissioner 
expressed support and opposition for certain elements of the 
proposal and there were several attempts to modify it which 
died for lack of a second. One fundamental problem seemed to
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be that there were actually more constituencies than were 
represented by those on the proposed nominating committee. 
Also, the Sub-Committee did not actually recommend the one 
commissioner from the Pacific Basin that Fryer included as an 
identified addenda. The overriding political consideration, 
he stated, was that the Commission must represent three 
states or territories to remain a Commission. The Pacific 
Basin colleges may choose to "take their marbles elsewhere" 
if they don't have representation.
Hinkley complimented Fryer on his ability to bring deep, 
complicated feelings to compromise. She indicated the recom­
mendations were not perfect but they had Senate support and 
asked the Commission to support the proposal.
Dietz, the representative from the non-public colleges, 
spoke against the nominating committee. He believed that the 
Commission had been fair and just in their appointments. 
Buckley, one of the new CACC faculty appointees, supported 
Deitz's motion to have the Commission appoint the six members 
of the nominating committee and questioned whether the Senate 
represented the faculty. Fryer countered with the oft- 
repeated accusation that the Commission had become a self- 
perpetrating body and that the Commission could not afford to 
present that image to the outside world, especially to the 
Legislature. Motion by Deitz was defeated (4-6).
McCuen, a CEO, made a concerted attempt to postpone the 
vote to a later time. Fryer pressed him to commit and to 
avoid postponing the decision.
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Each point in the recommendation was voted on sep­
arately. In some instances, minor alterations were made. 
Petersen called for a final vote on the entire recommenda­
tion. The motion passed— nine for, two against. The rec­
ommendation to be submitted to the yearly meeting of the 
Western Association of Schools and Colleges in June, 1983, is 
provided below. Sections lined through or underlined indi­
cated changes made during the discussion.
1. Commission consists of at te-as-fe 17 members.
2. Chancellor for California Community Colleges and the 
President of the University of Hawaii shall each ap­
point one member.
3. The remaining members shall be appointed to overlap­
ping three-year terms by a Nominating Committee:
a) at least five shall be faculty;
b) at least three of the appointments shall repre­
sent the public interest (at least one [with]
community college governing board experience);
c) at least one of the appointments shall represent
the independent institutions;
d) one shall be a member of the Pacific Basin;
e) one shall be a member of the Accrediting Commis­
sion for Senior Colleges;
f) one shall be a member of the Accrediting Commis­
sion for Schools.
4. The Nominating Committee shall consist of six mem­
bers :
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a) two faculty appointed by the Aeademie Senate;
b) two administrators appeiafeed by the Chief Bxeea-
fcive ©ffieers;
c) two public appointed by the €6€T;
d) The Commission shall appoint two of these mem­
bers from the Commission. The Academic Senate, 
the Chief Executive Officers and Community Col­
lege Trustees, respectively, shall appoint the 
remaining faculty, administrative and public 
members;
e) The Chair of the Commission shall appoint the 
Chair of the Nominating Committee from among the 
Committee's members.
Post-Meeting Caucus. There wasn't much time following 
the vote to caucus, as there were flights to catch and miles 
to be traveled before the fog settled in again. However, 
Hinkley, Duncan-Hall, Conn, and I gathered for a quick review 
and a few observations. A general consensus was that Fryer 
was masterful in his presentation, and eloquent in dissecting 
the recommendations and illustrating the compromise aspects 
of the proposal. Petersen ran a tight, effective meeting. 
Because the proposed changes require consitutional amendment, 
the Academic Senate becomes, if WASC accepts the proposal, an 
integral part of the Accrediting Commission procedures and, 
therefore, the WASC constitution. If accepted by WASC, the 
proposal procedure represents the culmination of 13 years of
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work on the part of Edith Conn and many, many others on 
behalf of Senate involvement in accreditation.
The criticism of Dietz's proposal was extensive. Buck­
ley, as a new appointee and the one appointee contested by 
the Senate, showed her position on the issue: she was sup­
posed to be a faculty representative, yet she would not sup­
port what was clearly a compromise proposal. Resnick, the 
other new faculty appointee, took the position that the pro­
posal was a compromise and should be given a try.
During our informal discussion, the Commission adjourned 
for dinner and Buckley came downstairs. Hinkley called to 
her and invited her to join us. The Senate members, led by 
Hinkley, very amiably and tactfully, but clearly, indicated 
why they had opposed her (Buckley's) appointment and that her 
motion did nothing to support the faculty she represented nor 
was it appreciated by the Academic Senate. Buckley indicated 
she understood their position but, under the rules just 
passed, she would never be appointed to the Commission and, 
therefore, she opposed the Senate.
As the remaining Commissioners passed through the lobby, 
the Senate representatives made a point of chatting with 
them whether they had supported or opposed the proposal, and 
then began dispersing throughout the State.
Update
In the Academic Senate Newsletter Journal (Edelstein, 
1983), Laroche, Senate President 1982-83, announced a request
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from the Accrediting Commission Chair to appoint two faculty 
members to the Commission's Nominating Committee. The final 
hurdle that remained was the ratification of the recommenda­
tion by the parent body, the Western Association of Schools 
and Colleges, at its June, 1983, meeting.
Conn, in her update memo to the Executive Committee for 
its February, 1983, meeting, indicated that the recommenda­
tion of the Accrediting Commission for Schools and Colleges 
(AACJC) to WASC, "culminated 13 years of work on behalf of 
Senate involvement in accreditation." She urged the Senate 
to continue to work for: 1) more faculty on visiting teams;
2) Senate involvement in the appointment of faculty on those 
teams; 3) providing help to local senates in developing 
accreditation studies; and 4) timely publication of who is 
serving on visitation teams.
Analysis
The function of a participant observer is to understand 
that which is being studied as if one were an insider, while 
being able to describe that which is observed to the out­
sider. At the point that I began to develop the paradigm 
contained in Chapter IV, I understood the Senate as well as 
many insiders, but trying to describe what was occurring had 
been elusive.
Having just returned from the June, 1982, Accrediting 
Commission meeting, which was tension-filled and culminated 
in the tabling of the Ad Hoc recommendation and the creation
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of a new committee, my observations began to jell with my 
rapidly accumulating information about the Senate. Clearly, 
the creation of a new Ad Hoc Committee by the Commission was 
a compromise, but one which led the Senate and Commission to 
new respect for each other and to a willingness to work 
together to solve the problem.
The opportunity to continue the observation process, as 
I simultaneously interviewed respondents and analyzed the 
survey instrument, provided for the "coming together" of 
ideas, as well as the substance for describing the Senate's 
behavior to others. At this juncture of the study, the 
development of the paradigm discussed in Chapter IV began.
The continuous nature of the observation opportunities per­
mitted preliminary testing of the paradigm.
The act of dissecting and juxtaposing the accreditation 
issues which I selected as the theme for the participant 
observation portion of this research was consistent with that 
procedure used for the interviews and survey. However, I 
view this portion of the data as the holistic illustration of 
the three paradigm as characteristic of Senate behavior being 
used simultaneously by the Senate to accomplish its goals and 
thus specifically identifying Senate effectiveness.
The definition of organizational effectiveness selected 
as the foundation for this research was that of Georgopoulous 
and Tannenbaum (1957)— the extent to which an organization as 
a social system, given certain resources and means, fulfills 
its objectives without placing undo strain upon its members.
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The justification for the selection of this definition over 
others was offered earlier, but essentially it rested with 
the definition's melding of the identification of specific 
resources and means with the organization's objectives, and 
the recognition that the organization members have limita­
tions to the extent of their willingness to participate.
This is clearly a definition of effectiveness reflective 
of Paradigm A behavior. The Academic Senate, in 1970, set a 
goal, through its resolution asking the Commission to in­
crease faculty membership on visiting teams and be the 
appointive body (Note 11), and it was able to accomplish this 
goal several years later. The issue more relevant to this 
study, that of increasing the faculty representation on the 
Accrediting Commission coupled with Senate appointive power, 
reflected another Senate goal. Both of these goals have 
their roots deep in the Senate's general purposes, aims and 
functions of representing faculty on academic and profession­
al concerns. Accreditation is concerned with an educational 
institution's attainment and maintenance of academic quality. 
When coupled with the Senate's activities leading to in­
creased faculty representation in what is clearly an instruc­
tional and, therefore, faculty concern, the accreditation 
issues are a cogent example of an organization participating 
in activities which reflect the purpose for its existence.
Because the interest in pursuing the issues of represen­
tation on visiting teams and on the Accrediting Commission 
did not die out over the 13-year period, it can be assumed
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that these issues were shared concerns which were supported 
by the membership and guided by the centralized Senate lead­
ership. Many of the key participants in the issues have 
changed but the cause was retained. There does not appear to 
be any evidence that the Senate's goals have strained the 
membership, as demonstrated by the desire of a wide variety 
of representatives to participate and support the Senate at 
the hearings and meetings of the Commission.
The principle on which analysis of Paradigm A behavior 
rests is that organizational activity is based on organiza­
tional choice which is bound by the objectives of the organi­
zation. The Paradigm provides the means of identifying the 
goal or objective for the action. Unquestionably, the Aca­
demic Senate's activities concerning accreditation have been 
based on choice. The Accreditation Commission had no reason 
to press for interaction and, in fact, may have had reasons 
to resist interaction. Clearly, the reasons for the Senate's 
action were to provide for faculty representation in what was 
an evaluation of academic quality and to become an integral 
part of a system that heretofore was difficult to penetrate. 
Achieving an additional power base for the organization was 
also recognized as a goal in conversations.
Analysis of the Senate's effectiveness, based on its 
Paradigm A behavior, begins with the recognition of the 
organization acting as a unit which explores its options and 
measures its alternatives on the basis of its goals and ob­
jectives. The Senate's 13-year history of resolutions,
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reflected in the tenure of 13 presidents, is a clear indica­
tion of the unified action perpetuated by the accreditation 
issues. The evaluation of where the Senate was and where it 
ought to be was begun in 1970. At each step, the Senate had 
explored its options and it was successful in gaining repre­
sentation of faculty on visiting teams and (probably) on the 
Commission. Certainly, the Senate has made progress on its 
way to achieving the organizational objectives, as illus­
trated by: the recognition of the Senate as the appointive
body to the Commission for visiting team members; the in­
crease in number of faculty appointed to each team; and, the 
likelihood that the Commission proposal to increase the 
number of faculty and the inclusion of the Senate on the nom­
inating committee will be accepted by WASC in June, 1983.
Accreditation, as it currently exists, is performed by 
an independent body, the ACCJC, to which colleges voluntarily 
pay membership fees. As such, the Commission operates out­
side of the usual organizational structures of the community 
colleges. The Commission is not structurally bound to com­
municate with the statewide Academic Senate. But, the Aca­
demic Senate, in its commitment to academic quality and fac­
ulty representation/participation in a collegial atmosphere, 
began the process of achieving what the organization consid­
ered its right— though an unrecognized right, as far as the 
Commission was concerned. This was undertaken and continued 
as a consciously and constantly evaluated organizational 
choice which was related directly to the Academic Senate's
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purposes, aims and functions. While these behavior patterns 
are characteristic of Paradigm A behavior, the ways— methods, 
processes, procedures— through which the organization oper­
ated are more characteristically identified by Paradigm B.
The Academic Senate as a whole, through its resolutions 
and the constancy and longevity of the accreditation issues, 
acted in a centralized Paradigm A fashion. But the presence 
and the importance of the Accreditation Committee throughout 
the 13-year period illustrated the effect of an organization­
al sub-unit. The basic assumption of Paradigm B is that an 
organization consists of sub-units, each with goals, programs 
and rules of operation. Information is provided by these 
sub-units and the output of organizational activity results 
from this information and the loose coordination of these 
sub-units. The numerous references in Executive Committee 
Minutes, Academic Senate conference reports, and the inclu­
sion of specific break-out sessions at conferences concerning 
accreditation, which were discussed earlier, were evidence of 
the standardized procedures of the sub-unit and the Senate in 
operation.
From the beginning, the Senate representatives followed 
the appropriate course of action and the standard procedures 
— always working within the system. They requested permis­
sion to testify; clearly stated their opposition to support 
of the item under discussion; offered to meet and provide 
acceptable alternatives; reported back to the Senate member­
ship; asked for direction and support; and then repeated the
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process, armed with more alternatives, resolutions and a new 
basis for testimony.
The meetings, conversations and interviews in which I 
was a participant provided a clear illustration of this pri­
mary Paradigm B effectiveness criterion in action. The Sen­
ate goals (characteristic of Paradigm A behavior) defined the 
appropriate performance of the Senate representatives. For 
example:
1. Goal— Appoint faculty representatives to the Com­
mission.
2. Behavior— Don’t be drawn into diversionary conver­
sations. Remind the Commission of the Title V 
legitimacy of the Senate as representative of the 
faculty, and the Chancellor's concurrence that the 
Senate appoint the faculty representatives to all 
committees.
The previously-cited examples of the sub-unit Accreditation 
Committee, providing information to the Executive Committee, 
to the membership and to the Commission, typify effective 
Paradigm B behavior. Clearly, the sub-unit Accreditation 
Committee, primarily through Edith Conn, provided the leader­
ship/management with the information and alternatives neces­
sary for effective decisions.
In Paradigm B behavior, one of the most clear examples 
of organizational effectiveness is the ability of an organi­
zation to acquire resources. Throughout the 13-year period, 
the Senate has made continuous progress in acquiring the
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resource of greater faculty representation in the accredita­
tion process.
The value of Paradigm B is in identifying the organiza­
tional routines which mediate the output. The observations 
provided the opportunity to juxtapose routines in use by the 
Senate representatives against the effectiveness criteria as 
a test of the organizational activity.
Over time, the Senate accreditation sub-unit demonstra­
ted behavior associated with the accreditation issue which 
utilized standard routines directed toward the accomplishment 
of both short- and long-term output. For example, the act of 
sending Conn to Hawaii to the Commission meeting to testify 
about the Senate concerns for their Ad Hoc Committee proposal 
is standard procedure in the Senate's environment. Often, 
public testimony at open hearings provides the only means for 
an organization to make an impact. The use of this routine 
procedure mediated the short-term goal which was to block the 
passage of the proposal. The testimony was offered in con­
junction with previous organizational activity— discussion, 
debate, resolutions— and was coordinated through the Execu­
tive Committee.
The long-term activity surrounding the accreditation 
issue was founded in the generalized goal, "achieve more fac­
ulty representation on visitation teams and the Commission 
with the Academic Senate as the appointing body." The sub­
unit's continued and repetitive use of Senate procedure 
(gather information; report and discuss with Executive
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Committee and delegates; generate delegate debate and resolu­
tions; report to the Commission verbally and in writing) and 
Commission procedure (request time on their agenda; provide 
testimony; meet with the Executive Director) are standard 
operating procedures. Use of these procedures mediated the 
Senate's effectiveness in blocking two Commission proposals 
and accomplishing a Commission recommendation, which requires 
a Commission constitutional change, increases the number of 
faculty Commissioners, and includes Senate appointees to the 
Nominating Committee.
Paradigm C behavior identifies the pathways for produc­
ing action or accomplishing the desired end result. In Para­
digm C behavior, effectiveness is considered a political 
activity. The organization's activity is the result of bar­
gaining among groups and individuals. The Paradigm's great­
est value rests with its display of the actors— participants 
in the organization's game.
Effectiveness in Paradigm C behavior is identified by 
the decisions which result from the compromise and negotia­
tion between and among actors with dissimilar interests and 
uneven power. The decisions do not reflect singular organi­
zational action. Organizational rules are often established 
by outside agencies. Time imperatives force actors to take 
stands and often there is not an objective focus on the 
issues.
As illustrated previously, the Accrediting Commission is 
an outside agency— an independent body with a well
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established set of rules and practices which do not require 
interaction with the Academic Senate. However, a substantial 
part of the Senate's justification for its right of appoint­
ment request was based on the legislative (outside agency) 
mandate it had as the representative of community college 
faculty on academic and professional concerns. The Senate's 
use of the standard procedures characteristic of Paradigm B 
behavior created the situation which forced behavior by both 
groups to utilize the rules of outside agencies, a character­
istic of Paradigm C behavior.
Certainly, Conn used her position as Chair of the 
Accreditation Committee to achieve what were her goals and 
the Senate's goals. Conn demonstrated substantial political 
acumen which overarched her leadrship surrounding the issue. 
However, she and her Committee operated by the standardized 
procedures prescribed by both organizations and utilized them 
to gain inroads to the Commission. Clearly, the Senate 
wanted to routinize its interaction with the Commission, 
i.e., right to nominate and increase faculty representation 
through constitutional amendment, a characteristic of Para­
digm B behavior.
The recommendation of the Sub-Committee of the Senate 
and Accrediting Commission was an outstanding example of the 
various actors representing dissimilar interests— faculty, 
trustees, Chief Executive Officers, public— and very uneven 
power bases arriving at a decision. The positions held by 
the actors largely defined their stands.
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The concern for representation of the Pacific Basin mem­
bers, expressed by one of the Chief Executive Officers, was 
founded in the recognition that if they chose to withdraw 
their membership, the Commission's survival would be at 
stake. The opposition to a nominating committee, expressed 
by the representative of the independent colleges (a desig­
nated seat), was largely one of power retention— centralized 
control of the Commission's membership by the Commission.
The general unwillingness of the Commission to "give up" 
seats on the Commission, coupled with the number of consti­
tutionally-designated seats, led to increasing the size of 
the Commission to accommodate the Senate, again an attempt to 
retain control. The Academic Senate's willingness to concede 
that its 40% faculty membership on the Commission could not 
be achieved, while expressing its acceptance of an increase 
of faculty representatives (two to five) and its participa­
tion on a nominating committee, was clearly an attempt to 
gain a power base.
The recommendation of the Sub-Committee of the Commis­
sion's Ad Hoc Committee was then taken to the Senate to be 
affirmed. It was not a singular activity of the organization 
but rather the work of three Senate representatives working 
with relevant others. It was not without controversy, as was 
seen in the review of the Senate break-out session. In Fry­
er's introductory remarks to the Commission at the January, 
1983 Commission meeting, he clearly indicated that the recom­
mendation was the best that could be accomplished at this
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time and the ensuing discussion proved many Commissioners 
were not totally satisfied.
The unevenness of the power bases was obvious at the 
point of controversy over whether the two new CACC faculty 
representatives should have been appointed and the definition 
of faculty member. Power is partly structural and the struc­
ture provided CACC appointive power. The Commission had the 
power to reject the Senate's challenge in both instances. 
However, the Senate was not without power. The Commission 
responded to the letters they received from legislators at 
the June meeting, identifying their concerns about the rela­
tive lack of faculty participation in accreditation, by 
recognizing that there was a perception of the Commission as 
an exclusive, self-appointive body. Also, the actual phys­
ical set-up in which the Commission was actually surrounded 
by faculty representatives raised some humorous remarks about 
being surrounded, which indicated they felt some threat.
The controversy displayed the actors. Edith Conn has 
acted as the Senate spokesperson on accreditation for many 
years. She and the Commission and the Commission's Executive 
Director have become very familiar with the positions of the 
individual actors. At the point that the Ad Hoc Committee 
recommendation was presented in June, 1982, following the 
Hearings, it was clear that two of the Commissioners who were 
Chief Executive Officers were on opposite sides of the recom­
mendation. This contributed to the tabling of the recommen­
dation and the creation of the new committee with more
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defined responsibilities. Senate representatives made a 
point of contacting— lobbying— members of the Commission, 
prior to the sub-committee meeting during the summer, to 
clarify their positions about accreditation. And always,
Edith Conn monitored the Commission Office and reported back 
to Executive Committee and the Senate when possible. Between 
the June and January meetings, a greater depth of respect was 
generated for the general organizational positions, as well 
as the individual players on both sides.
The change in the Commission's makeup between the June, 
1982 and January, 1983 meetings (three new appointees) and 
the absentees (due to bad weather) added further complica­
tions to the situation in which the recommendation was 
discussed/negotiated. The discussion was probably longer 
than usual, simply because the players didn't have the back­
ground of testimony presented at the meeting in June, 1982.
Characteristic of Paradigm C behavior is Pfeffer's 
(1981) statement that effective organizations are those that 
perceive patterns of resource interdependence; correctly per­
ceive the demands placed on them; and, respond to the demands 
made by the groups controlling the critical interdependence.
The Senate never lost sight of the fact that the Commis­
sion had something— control over accreditation— that it 
wanted to be part of. Also, it recognized that nothing re­
quired the Commission to increase faculty participation 
except the appropriateness of the request and environmental 
pressures. At the same time, the Commission recognized that
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its image was tarnished by the expressed beliefs that it con­
sisted of "old boys" and was self-appointing. Also, it rec­
ognized that legislative interest had increased and CPEC was 
preparing a report about accreditation. The existence of 
this situation provided a readiness on the part of the actors 
to solve the problem.
/
Organizational goals and their accomplishment are a 
critical part of any discussion about organizational effec­
tiveness. Any definition of organizational effectiveness, 
according to Steers (1977), rests with how successful an 
organization is in attaining its goals, but it is best 
achieved by finding ways for members to integrate personal 
motives and goals with organizational objectives. Clearly, 
the Senate representatives who have been and continue to be 
active in the accreditation issues have successfully found 
the solution to integrating their motives with the organiza­
tion's goals.
Viewed holistically, as one example of the Senate in 
action over a period of time, the behavior exhibited was 
characteristic of all three paradigm. At times, the behavior 
was characteristic of a single paradigm but, more often, ele­
ments of more than one paradigm were observed simultaneously. 
When the effectiveness characteristics of each Paradigm were 
juxtaposed against the activities/behavior of the Senate, the 
Academic Senate was clearly Effective. The length of time 
taken to accomplish these goals was not a consideration of 
effectiveness. The Senate had defined its goals, evaluated
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its options and acted as a centralized body (Paradigm A), 
while using its sub-unit Accreditation Committee to gather 
and disseminate information, manipulate the process, and use 
standard operating procedures to create the situation (Para­
digm B) which identified the actors, their power bases and 
the action pathways which culminated in a compromise, nego­
tiated by a small group of representatives of various 
constituent groups (Paradigm C).
From a participant observer's view, Paradigm A effec­
tiveness behavior was most apparent in the Senate representa­
tives' tenacious and repeated direct statements of its goals. 
The Senate was viewed as an organization with a strong goal 
focus. Paradigm B effectiveness was most obviously observed 
when the goal-focused statements were coordinated by the Sen­
ate and used in mediating the standard procedures and rules 
to routinize its behavior and interact with its environment 
— the Accrediting Commission, initially through repeated 
testimony, communication and forced interaction. Later, the 
Senate achieved proposed structural interaction. When the 
tough decisions were being made in the complex negotiations 
between the Senate and the Commission, Paradigm C behavior 
was most apparent. As the elements in the controversy came 
together, the parties were able to hammer out a compromise 
which they could live with. The players had to be well 
versed in their respective "bottom lines." This included 
recognition of the actors' individual stakes and stands in 
the issues, as well as those of the organization. The Senate
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had two major bottom lines: one, to increase the number of
faculty on the Commission; and, second, to be the appointive 
body for faculty representatives to the Commission. In one 
sense, the compromise accomplished both, but not to the 
extent the Senate had hoped. While none of the participants 
in the Sub-Committee compromise really liked the proposal, 
all were willing to implement it— a critical consideration in 
Paradigm C behavior.
My activities as a participant observer of the Academic 
Senate illustrated that, to be effective, an organization 
through its members must demonstrate behavioral characteris­
tics of all three paradigm and it must be done at opportune 
moments. This movement among the paradigm effectiveness 
characteristics may be demonstrated in one sentence or occur 
over time. Indeed, organizational effectiveness was observed 
as situational and directly related to the primary organiza­
tional actors, in regard to the theme, accreditation, for the 
participant observation portion of the data.
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SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
Background
The purpose of this research was to study the organiza­
tional effectiveness of the Academic Senate for California 
Community Colleges. The organization was founded in 1968 and 
is the legally-defined representative voice for the approxi­
mate 15,000 California community college faculty members on 
matters of academic and professional concern.
The emergence of the statewide Academic Senate to the 
position as the dominant voice in this arena was related 
directly to a series of internal and external forces which 
were exerted on the educational system. An important aspect 
of the Senate's history and development was a series of 
legislative actions which occurred over a period of time. 
These actions separated the junior colleges from the unified 
| school districts; established local senates; created the
California Community College system; legalized collective 
bargaining; provided recognition of the Senate in Title V of 
the California Administrative Code and, most recently, 
partial funding for the Academic Senate.
The Academic Senate is a voluntary, collegial organiza­
tion composed of all professionals who are teaching faculty 
in the public community colleges of California., Because
414
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membership is a function of being a faculty member, the Sen­
ate composition is very diverse and heterogeneous. The indi­
vidual colleges affiliate with, and contribute fees to, the 
organization, and the Legislature provides some financial 
support in a manner similar to that of the statewide senates 
of the DC and CSD systems.
The Senate is structured democratically with an elected 
Executive Committee. The individual colleges are represented 
by their local senate president and one delegate. The 
organization convenes semi-annual conferences during which 
organizational positions are proposed and debated from the 
floor with only the official delegates eligible to vote.
These positions become the foundation for statewide Academic 
Senate activities. The leadership/management of the Academic 
Senate consists of an elected Executive Committee which meets 
monthly during the academic year and is responsible for the 
on-going organizational activities and for communicating with 
local senates.
The review of the literature revealed no studies of a 
voluntary, professional, collegial organization with a re­
search design similar to this study. Several studies about 
local academic senates were located but no previous study of 
a statewide Academic Senate was identified. Additionally, no 
studies comparing the organizational characteristics of the 
Academic Senate (or other senates) with organizational theory 
were found.
The literature revealed considerable discussion and
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disagreement among the researchers concerning the definition 
of organizational effectiveness, how to assess organizational 
effectiveness, and whether organizational structure was re­
lated to organizational effectiveness. But, when the various 
schools of thought were analyzed, it appeared that every def­
inition of organizational effectiveness included considera­
tion for the goals/objectives of the organization and the 
extent to which the stated goals were achieved. The defini­
tion of effectiveness selected for this study emphasized 
organizational goal attainment while specifying the impor­
tance of the membership.
Generally, there was agreement that assessing effective­
ness included measuring the degree to which organizational 
goals were achieved and whether groups and individuals sup­
ported or withheld support from the organization, based 
largely on whether their interests were served. Also, 
assessment was considered very difficult at best because 
organizations withhold needed information from those who 
question in order to maintain control. Organizational struc­
ture was shown to be highly interrelated with the environment 
in which it operated. Clearly, there are different structure 
requirements placed on organizations whose environment is 
non-profit, public service, from those whose environment is 
product-oriented and profit-making. For all organizations, 
incorporating the external forces in the internal structure 
led to a greater commitment by all members of the organiza­
tion. Organizational structure was identified as nothing
II
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more than the way in which human resources are organized and 
directed toward goal achievement.
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges 
has identified itself as an organization structured as a col­
legial body whose existence was founded in the concept of 
shared governance in higher education. Its unique role in 
shared governance was placed in the representation of commun­
ity college faculty on all matters of academic and profes­
sional concern. Collegiality, as an organizational and 
conceptual frame, is steeped in academic tradition and is an 
early form of democracy. Collegiality was discussed exten­
sively in the review, with and without specific application 
to the academic setting, and was characterized as an organi­
zational structure in which: The members have access to each
other because the layers of structure are minimal; coopera­
tion is encouraged and decisions are affirmed by the plural­
ity or majority; authority is limited, power is separated and 
responsibility divided; provision is made for discussions 
illuminating differing points of view which facilitate 
compromise.
In a collegial organization, questions about policy or 
program are encouraged by a wide range of organizational mem­
bers while hierarchy and bureaucratic behavior are avoided. 
The importance of the members, their interactions and the 
interrelationship of personal and organizational goals is 
stressed. Many networks are present within the collegial
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organization involving peers, coalitions, interest groups and 
cliques, all of which may be fluid in their membership.
In addition to being collegial, the Senate was identi­
fied as a voluntary organization since it has formal struc­
ture and its membership is open to all who share the profes­
sion of community college teaching, have common interests, 
and participate in the decisions. Characteristics of volun­
tary organizations, such as the Senate, were identified as 
including ensuring government by consent of the membership 
and authority delegated through the elected leadership.
Recent research has identified the political model of 
organizational behavior which includes elements from various 
earlier organizational models. Originally, the impetus for 
the model's description was identified with the desire of 
researchers to understand how decisions were made and where 
power rested. When viewed from the political model perspec­
tive, organizational actors are seen bargaining, partici­
pating in coalitions, having personal and structural power 
bases and personal goals to be met. Cooperative efforts 
based on power distribution are common: bargaining is a
means by which exchange with the environment is developed; 
co-optation is used to absorb adverse elements within the 
organization; and, coalitions where two or more organizations 
define and join in a common purpose are common.
The similarities in the characteristics of the collegial 
and political/strategic models are quite apparent.
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Conduct of the Study
This study incorporated a research design characteristic 
of naturalistic inquiry. Naturalistic research assumes that 
reality is multiple, divergent and interrelated. Since the 
focus for this research was the organizational effectiveness 
of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges 
whose purpose, structure and complex environment separated it 
from established effectiveness theory, naturalistic research 
provided the means for discovery of interrelationships not 
present in the theoretical literature.
Naturalistic inquiry generates data which is, for the 
most part, qualitative and is, therefore, subject to criti­
cism by the advocates of quantitative scientific methodology. 
The literature of naturalistic inquiry revealed numerous 
references to the on-going debate and the relative merits of 
each methodological position. Central to the debate was the 
reliance of naturalistic research on the researcher as the 
data-gathering instrument and the subsequent questions 
raised, concerning researcher bias and its effect on the 
reliability and credibility of the research.
Guba and Lincoln (1981) described the value of the 
researcher in the role of instrument as centered in the 
uniquely human qualities possessed by the instrument. These 
qualities include " . . .  the capacity to be responsive, to 
be flexible, to see social organizations as components, to 
rely on both propositional and tacit knowledge, and to search 
for that which is expert, which is atypical, idiosyncratic,
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unique, singular, or uncharacteristic of the mainstream" (p. 
151). The research setting in naturalistic research is a 
naturally occurring event, program, relationship, inter­
action, which has no bounds predetermined by the researcher. 
No attempt is made to manipulate the setting, but reality is 
re-created by the inquirer as an understanding of the envi­
ronment is sought.
Recognizing that the credibility of naturalistic re­
search rests with the inquirer, numerous activities were 
undertaken in advance of this research to increase those 
skills— observing, analyzing, categorizing, listening— which 
are the foundation of the reliability and credibility of the 
inquirer. However, the truth value of this study lies in the 
research design which incorporated structural corroboration 
and a strategy of multiple triangulation. "Structural cor­
roboration is a process of gathering data or information and 
using it to establish links that eventually create a whole 
that is supported by the bits of evidence that constitute it" 
(Eisner, 1979, p. 215). As the information was gathered from 
the multiple data sources, pieces of information were used to 
validate each other and to identify convergence of the data 
toward the whole, while continually testing the data in the 
Academic Senate's environment.
The dominant technique used in support of structural 
corroboration was triangulation, the basic feature of which 
is the combination of two or more forms of different research 
strategies. Included in this study were interview, survey,
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participant observation and archival research methods. The 
data provided for methodological triangulation, a complex 
process in which each method was played against the other so 
as to maximize the validity of the effort (Denzin, 1973, p. 
304).
"Assessment . . .  is an emergent process, contingent on 
the investigator, the research setting, and the investi­
gator's theoretical perspective" (Denzin, 1978, p. 304). 
Combined in this research were multiple observations, sources 
of data, methodologies, as well as multiple theoretical per­
spectives of organizational effectiveness. The triangulation 
resulted in the emergence of the three organizational effec­
tiveness paradigm, developed as a perspective for data 
analysis, and in the presence of information about Senate 
effectiveness, which was consistent in data generated by the 
multiple methodologies in use. Through investigator train­
ing, structural corroboration, and use of triangulation 
strategy, the research design controlled for intrinsic bias.
Data for the evaluation of the organizational effective­
ness of the statewide Academic Senate were collected between 
March, 1982, and February, 1983. The specific objectives for 
this investigation were: (1) To describe the historical
development of the Senate; (2) To determine the effectiveness 
of the methods by which the Academic Senate provides for com­
munity college faculty to participate in academic and profes­
sional governance; (3) To determine the effectiveness of the 
Academic Senate as understood by the membership and others
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with whom it interacts, in meeting the purpose and goals 
which the organization and relevant others have established 
for it; and, (4) To interpret the impact of the Academic Sen­
ate on its environment. The general purpose was to provide a 
composite description of the Senate.
The investigation was conducted in four major segments, 
each overlapping the others to some extent, as follows:
1. Participant Observation. The Senate's involvement 
in the issues surrounding accreditation was identi­
fied as having been present consistently throughout 
its 13-year history. The opportunity to observe the 
Senate actively pursuing its goals resulted in the 
selection of accreditation as the theme for the par­
ticipant observation portion of the study.
Between April, 1982, and February, 1983, a variety 
of meetings were held concerning accreditation, 
which the researcher attended as a participant 
observer. The issues under discussion were the 
method of appointment of Commissioners to the 
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Col­
leges (ACCJC) and the number of faculty appointed to 
the Commission. Data for this portion of the study 
are reported in Chapter VII.
2. Questionnaires. The survey instrument was distri­
buted to three identified groups— faculty (751); 
senate presidents (109); college presidents (107); —  
in October, 1982. Forty-six percent of the faculty
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group responded and 70% of the senate and college 
presidents' groups responded. A follow-up 
questionnaire was sent to non-respondents in 
November, 1982.
The questionnaire was concerned with establishing 
the effectiveness of the Academic Senate as under­
stood by these groups. The questionnaire was divid­
ed into seven sections: demographic; purposes, aims
and functions of the Senate based on its Bylaws; 
effectiveness of the Senate concerning specified 
activities; effectiveness of the Senate in repre­
senting faculty members concerning specific issues; 
political effectiveness of the Senate; overall eval­
uation of Senate effectiveness; written comments. 
Descriptive statistical procedures were used and 
analyzed using the SPSS program and run on an 
HP-3000 mainframe. The data obtained from the ques­
tionnaire respondents were based on a six-item, 
Likert-type scale which requested the respondents to 
evaluate the extent of Senate effectiveness. Con­
centrations of response were identified for each 
item for each group and translated into evaluation 
response patterns labeled Not Effective, Moderately 
Effective, Effective. Data for this portion of the 
study are reported in Chapter VI.
3. Interviews. A series of 12 elite and numerous 
informal interviews was conducted between July 30,
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1982 and February, 1983. The majority of elite 
interviews were taped and professionally transcribed 
before being analyzed. Those selected for interview 
represented both the internal and external environ­
ments of the Academic Senate. The analysis of the 
interviews was performed by grouping and discussing 
the responses using the same section headings used 
for the questionnaires. The data were collapsed so 
as to identify the Senate's effectiveness as viewed 
by those who participated. More specifically, the 
selected interview statements were analyzed using 
the paradigm behavior characteristics developed in 
Chapter IV. Next, the statements were evaluated for 
their strength as indicators of effectiveness, based 
on the paradigm effectiveness criteria, and were 
rated Not Effective, Moderately Effective, Effec­
tive. Data for this portion of the study are 
reported in Chapter V.
4. Archival Research. The majority of the Senate arch­
ives are located in Ventura, California, at the home 
of Edith Conn. She provided access to them, as well 
as advice about the most important documents. Also, 
Leon Baradat provided access to his extensive per­
sonal archives. Patrick McCallum, Executive 
Director of FACCC, provided access to the FACCC 
archives. Information gathered from these sources
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has been included throughout the reporting of the 
data.
5. Paradigm Development. Three paradigm were developed 
as a perspective for data analysis which would allow 
the researcher to focus and integrate the qualita­
tive and quantitative aspects of the data collected 
by juxtaposing the results against this common base. 
These paradigm are conceptually discrete but empir­
ically related. Each paradigm was outlined and 
includes a statement about the assumption on which 
the paradigm is founded, organizational effective­
ness definitions, principle on which the paradigm is 
based and organizational characteristics which are 
used for the analysis of effectiveness for the para­
digm. Following are the principles on which each of 
the paradigm is based.
Paradigm A— Prototype Model. Organizational 
activity is based on organizational choice, bounded 
by organizational objectives. The value of this 
Paradigm as a means of analysis rests on identifying 
the reason (goal/objective) for the action.
Paradigm B— Modus Operandi Model. Organiza­
tional action is based on output determined by sub­
unit goals, programs and standardized procedures.
The value of this Paradigm rests with identifying 
organizational routines that mediate the outputs.
Paradigm C— Strategic Model. Organizational
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activity is the result of bargaining among groups 
and individuals. The value of this Paradigm rests 
with its displaying of the actors, participants and 
players in the organization's goals.
The paradigm were developed to frame the data and 
provide the composite picture of Senate effective­
ness sought by the objectives of this study. They 
are discussed in Chapter IV.
Findings
Naturalistic inquiry encourages the researcher to allow 
the sum and substance of that which is being studied to 
emerge through the use of a variety of methodologies. This 
form of inquiry is designed to study organizational behavior 
within the natural environment as the organization interacts 
with other organisms in its environment. The focus of natur­
alistic inquiry is on interactivity— multiple interactions 
and realities— and on understanding a particular event, situ­
ation or organization. There were no hypotheses established 
to accept or refute and no truly similar studies to use for 
guidance. These findings are the results of that which 
emerged from the inquiry.
The findings are presented so as to relate them to each 
of the four stated objectives of this study.
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To Describe the Historical Development of the Academic Senate 
for California Community Colleges
Though the first junior/community college in California 
was established in 1907, it was not until the early 1960's 
that faculties began to agitate for a place in the governance 
process. By 1963, Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 48 (ACR 
48) was passed, which granted junior/community college facul­
ties the legal right to participate in policy formation on 
academic and professional matters through the establishment 
of academic senates on each campus. Within five years, 
faculty participation in governance had been established 
statewide.
By 1968, the need for a statewide voice to represent 
faculty on matters of academic and professional concern was 
present and the constitution-writing conferences of the Aca­
demic Senate for California Community Colleges were held. A 
constitution which, if ratified, would unite the local sen­
ates was written and sent to all senates. Ratification was 
completed by Spring, 1969, and the leadership began the long 
process of seeking legal jurisdiction to represent all com­
munity college faculty on academic and professional matters. 
The founders of the Academic Senate received seed money and 
support from other professional organizations who saw a need 
which was apparent and not in conflict with their organiza­
tion.
Collective bargaining and the conflicts between local 
senates, the Academic Senate and bargaining units, as well as
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
428
other organizations, were apparent during this time. A 
series of legal and philosophical statements delineated the 
appropriate spheres of influence and serious conflicts be­
tween the senates, and CB units began to disappear and were 
replaced by cooperative efforts.
There was growing concern, statewide, for the apparent 
decline of academic standards, poor preparation of entering 
college students and grade inflation. The Senate created a 
standing committee on academic standards (now Educational 
Policies Committee) and researched the academic standards and 
grading practices throughout the community colleges (1977). 
This project compiled information previously unavailable and 
received the attention of legislators, the Chancellor's Of­
fice and the CSD and DC Academic Senates. Concerns for the 
decline in educational quality were present in public outcry 
and at all levels of education and government.
The results of the research gained publicity for the 
Senate and it was viewed as a statement indicative of the 
seriousness of the Senate in representing community college 
faculty while addressing academic and professional issues.
In 1979, the Academic Senate was recognized in Title V 
as the representative of community college faculty on academ­
ic and professional matters. This provided further legitima­
tion of the organization, including: direct access to the
Board of Governors; justification for legislative funding 
through Chancellor's budget; membership on Chancellor's
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advisory committees; more substantive access to the CSD and 
DC Senates and to CPEC.
The Senate's recent history is rich with indications of 
its collegial activities. The work of the Intersegmental 
Committee, composed of members from the CSD, DC and statewide 
Senates, has produced a monumental joint statement on what 
competency levels in the basic skills are appropriate for 
high school graduates planning to enter college and what con­
stitutes college-level freshman coursework in writing/reading 
and mathematics. The combined efforts of AS-CIO to promote 
generalized acceptance of specified minimum competency stan­
dards throughout the California community colleges has been 
surprisingly successful. There are few precedents for facul­
ty (AS) and administrators (CIO) working in a collegial man­
ner statewide.
Further, the Senate representatives provided input to 
the committees and directly to the Board of Governors, as the 
statewide minimum grading policy, the course classification 
system and the associate degree review were developed and 
implemented. In each case, the involvement of the local 
senates, at the request of the Academic Senate, was required 
by the actual legislation or the Chancellor's directive to 
the colleges.
The Senate activities regarding accreditation, their 
concerns for more faculty representation with the Senate as 
the appointing body, have been carefully documented elsewhere 
in this study. It is noteworthy that the Accrediting
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Commission is an independent agency operating outside the 
Senate's more routinized channels of communication. The com­
promise hammered out between the Senate and the Commission 
was not what either group wanted, but it does constitute an 
increase in faculty representation on the Commission, as the 
Senate representatives on the Nominating Committee now sit 
with status equal to the other elements.
In summary, this is but a brief overview of the findings 
as they relate to the historical development of the Academic 
Senate. The Senate's history has been relatively short— 15 
years— and influenced by a variety of legislative and cultur­
al/social events which occurred in higher education. These 
events, coupled with the broad economical picture of the 
State of California, fed the momentum which carried the 
organization into a position of dominance as the voice of the 
15,000 community college faculty on matters of academic and 
professional concern.
To Determine the Effectiveness of the Methods By Which the 
Academic Senate Provides for Community College Faculty to 
Participate in Academic Governance
In summarizing the findings, as they relate to this 
objective, the questionnaire and interview responses for the 
sections on Senate activities, representation and political 
effectiveness were considered the methods by which the Senate 
provided opportunities for faculty to participate in gover­
nance. Also, the participant observation issue—
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accreditation— was discussed as the holistic statement about 
the effectiveness of the Senate's methods. The findings 
revealed that Senate effectiveness was illustrated as faculty 
were observed participating in academic governance.
Since the inception of the organization, there has been 
a demonstrable increase in acquisition of Senate resources by 
and through which faculty members participate in academic 
governance. The acquisition of these resources has provided 
the foundation for participation in governance. For example, 
legal recognition of the Senate in Title V, as the repre­
sentative of community college faculty concerning academic 
and professional matters, has provided the Senate direct 
access to the Board of Governors' agenda. In accomplishing 
this, the Senate has provided its members with a primary- 
level participative voice which is exercised through faculty 
representatives. This recognition was followed quickly by 
the recommendation of support for the Senate and direct 
implementation efforts of Chancellor Craig, continued by 
Chancellor Hayward, and was visible through: the faculty
members (Senate-appointed faculty representatives) serving on 
Chancellor's advisory committees; the local senate presi­
dents' placement on Chancellor's Office mail distribution 
lists; and, the frequent interaction between Chancellor's 
Office staff and Senate officers and representatives, indi­
cated by interview respondents.
Additionally, the acquisition of state funds to supple­
ment fees contributed by local senates to provide for
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visibility and active representation of faculty, along with 
the increased number of faculty members on accreditation 
teams and the requirement specified in Title V (local senates 
participate in every aspect of the campuses' review of 
courses, as required by the highly controversial course clas­
sification system) were but a few of the examples of the 
Academic Senate effectively working to provide for faculty p- 
articipation in academic governance.
Interviews— Senate Activities. There was a general 
indication among those interviewed that the Academic Senate 
was Effective when a variety of its activities, such as con­
ferences, forums, committee participation testimony, were 
observed. Generally, those interviewed indicated that the 
Senate had remained organizationally independent and that its 
activities reflected its goal focus. Most observed activi­
ties were reflective of Paradigm B behavior characteristics, 
though effectiveness behavior indicators characteristic of 
all three paradigm were observed occurring singularly and/or 
simultaneously.
Questionnaires— Senate Activities. Concerning the 
specified activities, there was agreement of the faculty and 
college presidents' groups that the Senate was Not Effective 
on four characteristics: communication; confidence and
trust; response to changing needs; strengthening local sen­
ates. The senate presidents thought the Academic Senate to
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be Effective on five characteristics: responsive to local
senates; confidence and trust; speaking out; demonstrates 
leadership; responsiveness to changing needs. All three 
groups agreed that the Senate was Not Effective when communi­
cation and strengthening local senates were evaluated. The 
college presidents and senate presidents thought the Senate 
Effective in speaking out on matters of professioal concern, 
while the faculty considered it Moderately Effective. The 
faculty and college presidents agreed that the Senate was 
Moderately Effective in demonstrating leadership in initi­
ating policy.
The divergence among the groups in their evaluation was 
explained by several factors. The Academic Senate communi­
cated about its activities through local senate presidents, 
who then communicated with their faculties. They have the 
most direct knowledge about the Senate and generally eval­
uated the Senate as more effective than did the other groups. 
Neither the faculty group nor the college presidents' group 
was in the direct communication path of the Senate, which 
may, in part, explain the large "don't know" faculty resposne 
and their evaluation of the Senate as less effective than the 
senate presidents' evaluation.
Knowledge about the Senate appears to be of primary 
importance in evaluating its effectiveness since local senate 
presidents are full-time faculty members (as are the faculty 
respondents), serving a leadership role for a specified 
length of time, and they differ from the faculty group only
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because they are in this role. Generally, college presidents 
have the greatest access to all governance information, which 
may explain their relatively small "don't know" response. 
Whether the college presidents would evaluate Senate effec­
tiveness differently if they were in the direct communication 
path was not apparent by this data analysis.
The questionnaire items in this section reflected char­
acteristics of Paradigm A behavior. The response patterns of 
all groups indicated that they obviously shared an image, a 
primary characteristic of Paradigm A behavior, of the Senate. 
This was illustrated by the agreement within each group in 
their evaluation of the effectiveness of Senate activities. 
When the behavior of the Senate was juxtaposed against the 
organizational effectiveness definitions and characteristics 
of Paradigm A, the behavior of the statewide Academic Senate 
was identified as mixed in its effectiveness.
Comparison of Interview and Questionnaire Responses.
The questionnaire respondents showed divergence in their 
evaluation of the Effectiveness of Senate Activities section. 
Generally, the senate presidents viewed the Senate as Effec­
tive, while the faculty and college presidents evaluated the 
Senate activities as Moderately Effective. Interview re­
spondents judged the Senate Effective.
The questionnaire items for this section were considered 
characteristic of Paradigm A. The interview respondents 
indicated a dominance of Paradigm B effectiveness
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
435
characteristics. This discrepancy and the Effective evalua­
tion of the interview respondents to this section were 
interpreted as a reflection of the respondents' opportunity 
to explain their responses, as well as their more intimate 
knowledge of the Senate. While organizational activities are 
closely related to goals, they often reflect procedural 
(Paradigm B) behaviors.
Interviews— Senate Representation. Responses from those 
interviewed, concerning the effectiveness of the Senate in 
representing community college faculty, indicated it was at 
least Moderately Effective. The effectiveness behavior char­
acteristics were more uniformly spread among the paradigm 
than previously observed. Again, the characteristics were 
observed occurring singly and/or simultaneously. Thus, the 
study suggests that the Senate's efforts in representing com­
munity college faculty were goal-founded, procedurally 
responsive, and flavored with political interaction.
Questionnaire— Senate Representation. The faculty group 
evaluated the Senate as Moderately Effective on all items; 
the senate presidents as Effective. The college presidents 
were in agreement with the senate presidents on all items 
except accreditation, on which they evaluated the Senate as 
Not Effective.
The response items reflected Paradigm B effectiveness 
characteristics for all items. It appeared that the
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relatively high "don't know" response percentages were 
related directly to organizational routines which prescribed 
indirect communication paths and mediated the membership's 
understanding of the Senate's effectiveness in representing 
community college faculty. When the responses to this sec­
tion were juxtaposed against Paradigm B definitions and 
characteristics, the Academic Senate was Moderately Effective 
in representing faculty.
Comparison of Interview and Questionnaire Responses. 
Respondents to the section on Effectiveness of Senate Repre­
sentation revealed substantial agreement among questionnaire 
groups and those interviewed. The senate presidents and 
those interviewed evaluated the Senate as Effective while the 
college presidents and faculty thought the Senate Moderately 
Effective.
The questionnaire items reflected Paradigm B effective­
ness characteristics. The interview responses identified be­
havior and effectiveness characteristics which were more uni­
formly spread among all paradigm. The opportunity to expand 
one's response, thus increasing its complexity, was provided 
as the probable explanation for the presence of other para­
digm characteristics. It appeared that organizational ef­
forts to represent faculty were goal founded, procedurally 
responsive, and indicative of political interaction.
Interviews— Political Effectiveness. Those interviewed
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identified the Senate as Effective when the responses were 
juxtaposed against behavior characteristics of Paradigm C. 
Statements reflecting Paradigm A and B behavior character­
istics indicated the Senate was Effective when these 
behaviors were considered. The effectiveness behavior char­
acteristics of all three paradigm were observed occurring 
independently and/or simultaneously.
Some who were interviewed expressed concern about wheth­
er the Senate should be politically active. The basis of 
their concern was two-fold: The Senate is funded from public
sources and should be non-partisan; much of its success is 
due to its purist, focused image. To be politically active 
could dilute this image.
Questionnaires— Political Effectiveness. The faculty 
respondents to the questionnaire viewed the Senate as Not 
Effective when representing faculty to the Legislature, CPEC, 
UC, CSU, and BoG. The college presidents were in agreement 
with the faculty concerning all items except the Senate's 
political effectiveness with BoG, in which case they thought 
the Senate Effective. The senate presidents viewed the Aca­
demic Senate as Effective when representing faculty to the 
Legislature and BoG, and Moderately Effective on all other 
items.
In this section, respondents were requested to evaluate 
Senate behavior as it interacted with organizations in its 
environment. When the responses were juxtaposed against
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Paradigm C definitions and effectiveness characteristics, the 
Senate's effectiveness was judged Not Effective by faculty, 
Effective by senate presidents and Not Effective by college 
presidents.
An explanation for the critical evaluation of Senate 
effectiveness by those questionnaire respondents was offered 
when the effectiveness behavior characteristics were juxta­
posed against the paradigm. This explanation indicated that 
the questionnaire requested responses about political effec­
tiveness with groups and Paradigm C behavior evaluates behav­
ior based on individuals— conflict, compromise, and power 
bases that do not necessarily reflect unitary group behavior. 
Also, a large "don't know" response was present for faculty 
questionnaire respondents.
Comparison of Interview and Questionnaire Responses. 
Responses to the Political Effectiveness of the Senate sec­
tion revealed that the faculty and college presidents' groups 
thought the Senate was Not Effective. Local senate presi­
dents evaluated the Senate as Effective. Those interviewed 
provided an Effective evaluation. This nearly diametrical 
evaluation of the Senate's political effectiveness was inter­
preted as caused by the fact that the questionnaire items 
requested respondents to evaluate organizations, rather than 
individual actors, and political effectiveness is more appro­
priately evaluated by viewing groups and individuals
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
439
representing organizations, rather than the unitary action of 
the organization.
All questionnaire items were considered characteristic 
of Paradigm C behavior. Also, the interview responses indi­
cated a predominance of Paradigm C effectiveness behavior.
Participant Observation. The observations of the Senate 
in the various activities surrounding accreditation provided 
the holistic example of the Academic Senate representatives, 
demonstrating a variety of methods in which faculty partici­
pated in governance. The behavior characteristics of all 
paradigm were observed occurring simultaneously as the Senate 
sought to achieve its goals.
During the period of time encompassed by the observation 
of this study, the Academic Senate and the Accrediting Com­
mission developed an increasing respect and concern for the 
relative merits of the other organization's position. This 
led to a commitment by both groups to mutually and agreeably 
solve the issue at hand. Clearly, there were external and 
internal pressures affecting both groups (CPEC study, legis­
lators' letters, power bases, image as self-appointive body) 
present, along with a well-grounded philosophical statement 
justifying the Senate's position, and all of these added to 
the motivation of both parties to resolve the problem.
When the activities, actions, and results of the Sen­
ate's interactions with the Commission were juxtaposed 
against the effectiveness characteristics of Paradigm A, B,
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and C, the Senate was identified as Effective. The length of 
time taken to accomplish resolution of the issue was not a 
consideration of effectiveness. The Senate had defined its 
goals, evaluated its options, and acted as a centralized body 
(Paradigm A), while using its sub-unit Accreditation Commit­
tee to gather and disseminate information. The process was 
manipulated and standard operating procedures were used to 
create the situation (Paradigm B) which identified the 
actors, their power bases, and the action pathways which cul­
minated in a compromise negotiated by a small group of 
representatives of various constituent groups (Paradigm C).
The proposed solution included: (1) The establishment
of a nominating committee to include two faculty members who 
would be nominated to the committee by the Academic Senate; 
this committee would nominate all Commission vacancies. (2)
A guarantee of five faculty Commissioner seats. (3) Removal 
of CACC as an appointive agency. Both groups compromised 
extensively on their original positions and neither group was 
totally satisfied with the end result. The Academic Senate 
ratified the proposal at its 1982 Fall Conference; the 
Commission at its January, 1983, meeting. The Western Asso­
ciation of Schools and Colleges must approve the proposal at 
the June, 1983, meeting. Apparently, the Commission (ACCJC) 
expected approval by WASC, as it took steps to establish the 
nominating committee and requested appointments to the com­
mittee from Jonnah Laroche, Senate President, in advance of 
the Commission meeting.
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To Determine the Effectiveness of the Academic Senate as 
Understood by the Membership and Others With Whom It Inter­
acts in Meeting the Purpose and Goals Which the Organization 
and Relevant Others Have Established For It
Interviews— Purposes, Aims, Functions. Most of the 
response statements reflected Paradigm A behavior character- 
istics and there was general agreement among those inter­
viewed, based on the strength of their statements and 
juxtaposed against the paradigm effectiveness criteria, that 
the Academic Senate behavior, relative to carrying out its 
purposes, aims and functions, was Effective. Statements 
indicating Paradigm B and C behaviors were observed, and 
revealed that Senate behavior was at least Moderately Effec­
tive when juxtaposed against those effectiveness 
characteristics.
Questionnaires— Purposes, Aims, Functions. The faculty 
and college presidents' groups indicated strong agreement 
that the Senate was Moderately Effective in: developing
policies of statewide concern; assuming delegated responsi­
bilities; providing communication among local senates; and, 
initiating relevant policy positions. The senate presidents 
and college presidents viewed the Senate as Effective in 
representing community college faculties. The senate presi­
dents evaluated the Senate as Effective on all items. The 
three groups agreed on a Moderately Effective response
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pattern when the Senate purpose of strengthening local sen­
ates was considered. All three groups viewed the Senate as 
Effective when making recommendations on statewide matters.
The questionnaire items for this section represented 
Paradigm A behavior characteristics. When the effectiveness 
characteristics were juxtaposed against the response pat­
terns, the Academic Senate was viewed as at least Moderately 
Effective in accomplishing its purposes, aims, functions.
Comparison of Interview and Questionnaire Findings. The 
findings for the Senate Purposes, Aims, Functions section for 
those interviewed and the senate presidents' questionnaire 
respondents were strikingly similar in their Effective eval­
uation of the Senate in accomplishing its aims and purposes. 
The college presidents and faculty groups evaluated the Sen­
ate as at least Moderately Effective in carrying out its 
purposes, aims, functions.
When the responses for the questionnaires were juxta­
posed against Paradigm A behavior characteristics of effec­
tiveness, the Senate was judged Moderately Effective. Using 
a similar analysis procedure, the interview respondents char­
acterized the Senate behavior as Effective when juxtaposed 
against Paradigm A characteristics. However, interview 
respondents also characterized certain Senate behaviors as 
reflective of Paradigm B and C. In these instances, the Sen­
ate was thought to be at least Moderately Effective.
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To Interpret the Impact of the Academic Senate On Its Envi­
ronment .
Impact simply means the effect of one thing upon anoth­
er. The Senate's environment was outlined in Chapter II and 
can be described as diverse and heterogeneous. The effect of 
the Senate on its environment may be best understood by con­
sidering the documented chain of events centering around the 
Senate's behavior relative to accreditation. Clearly, the 
Senate was interacting with its environment, and vice versa, 
throughout the 13-year period. The results of this study 
indicate that both the Accrediting Commission and the Senate 
benefited from the controversy. The Commission's public 
image was improved, as both individual legislators and CPEC 
had publicly indicated support for greater faculty involve­
ment in accreditation and disagreement with any practice 
which would allow the Commission to appoint its own Commis­
sioners. The Senate provided one more opportunity for 
faculty to participate in academic governance (accreditation) 
at a high level to a greater extent than ever before.
Elements of the environment of the Senate and the Com­
mission are in a state of flux regarding accreditation. The 
long-term efforts of the Senate representatives forced the 
issue of faculty representation— numbers and appointment pow­
er. In so doing, the Commission and the Senate were in a 
position to seek a solution. The resulting compromise 
required amendments to the Commission's constitution which 
will likely be approved in June, 1983. This represents a
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substantial effect or impact on the Commission's environment, 
as every organization guards its constitution from outside 
influences.
The issue has had great impact on the Senate because it 
concentrated much organizational time and energy in the ef­
fort to achieve more input/influence to the whole accredita­
tion process. Since the increase in number of faculty Com­
missioners will not occur until after June, 1983, the impact 
of the changes is unknown.
Two elements of the accreditation process which the Sen­
ate was able to accomplish earlier were the Commission's 
acceptance of the need for more faculty members on visitation 
teams (names are provided by the Academic Senate), and the 
revision of the guidelines for the self-study used by all 
institutions being accredited. Senate representatives par­
ticipated in revising the handbook and were responsible for 
writing into the handbook specific ways in which local sen­
ates/presidents should be involved in governance. Ulti­
mately, each college will be affected by these two changes as 
they go through accreditation. Clearly, more faculty have 
been and will continue to be able to participate in visita­
tions.
Another activity in which the Senate was a primary par­
ticipant, which had great impact on its environment, was the 
specification in Title V that the local senates participate 
in the review and revision of the Associate Degree require­
ments. The Senate recommended such specification and the
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Board of Governors approved. Each college and every student 
in a degree program was directly or indirectly impacted.
The explanations of the findings discussed as they per­
tain to the study's four objectives, provided an 
interpretation of the composite impact of the Academic Senate 
on its environment. The organization has demonstrated its 
influence, understanding, and use of various kinds of effec­
tiveness behavior and leadership in interacting with its 
environment. In short, the findings indicate the Senate has 
impacted its environment extensively and the environment has 
responded to its impact.
Senate Overall Effectiveness— All Groups
The evaluation of overall Academic Senate effectiveness 
provided by the faculty group was Moderately Effective. The 
senate and college presidents evaluated the Senate as Effec­
tive. Interview respondents were not requested to provide an 
overall evaluation of Senate effectivenes.
Conclusions
The Paradigm
Throughout the year-long process of data gathering and 
analysis, the pieces of the complex organizational picture of 
the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges began 
to take form and shape. With data gathering and analysis 
completed and the study's written form nearly finalized, the 
various elements present in the Senate's environment were
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defined and analyzed. But, it was also clear that the Sen­
ate's real world, that is, its environment, was very complex, 
filled with interactions, interrelationships and multiple 
realities. The composite picture may be likened to a photo­
graph taken with a powerful telephoto lens where some images 
have distinct form, while others are fuzzy and ill-defined.
The paradigm were developed as a means of explaining and 
portraying the Academic Senate's reality, so as to contribute 
to the composite picture of the Senate's organizational 
effectiveness. The effectiveness definitions, methods of 
assessing organizational effectiveness reviewed in the liter­
ature, and observable Senate behaviors logically fit into 
three paradigm which were determined to be appropriate for 
this study.
Paradigm A reflects the roots and self-image of an 
organization; the reason for the organization's existence.
It describes effective behavior as largely goal-oriented and 
centrally controlled. Paradigm B reflects an organization's 
process orientation. Effective behavior was identified as 
the result of loose coordination of sub-units and character­
ized by attempts to routinize activity and standardize envi­
ronmental interactions. Standard operating procedures are 
very important. Paradigm C reflects the importance of the 
many players involved in strategic and political activity. 
Organizational effectiveness hinges on the recognition that 
the individual is very important and that organizational
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goals must dovetail with the needs and wants of the member­
ship.
While these paradigm are conceptually discrete, they are 
empirically related. It is possible that there are other 
paradigm and in differing numbers which describe the Senate's 
reality. These paradigm reflected what the researcher con­
sidered the most salient behavior characteristics of the 
participants in higher education and those Senate character­
istics which were observed. Their application to a situation 
was based on observation, interpretation, intuition, as well 
as that which was quantifiable. They are fuzzy and para­
doxical, at times, but that is a common occurrence in the 
real world and the paradigm do frame the Senate's reality and 
this researcher's interpretation of it.
The stimulus for the actual development of these para­
digm occurred during the participant observation phase of the 
data collection. Senate representatives were observed taking 
strong positions based on stated organizational goals while, 
almost simultaneously, bargaining and compromising to achieve 
their goals. Often, though, the effectiveness behavior char­
acteristics of a single paradigm were present. Observation 
indicated they were effective. There was no organizational 
effectiveness model located in the literature which described 
the organizational behavior being observed. The paradigm 
provided the frame for the composite picture of the Senate 
and exemplified the definition of paradigm— a scheme for
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understanding and explaining certain elements of reality 
(Ferguson, 1980, p. 26).
Description of the Academic Senate
Based on the findings of this study, the following 
images— some well-defined, some more translucent— are offered 
as a composite picture of the Academic Senate.
The organization was goal-focused, choosing to take an 
active interest in selected issues which are most germane to 
the academic and professional concerns of community college 
faculty. It was centrally led by an elected Executive Com­
mittee. Its organizational structure has had the flexibility 
to accommodate changing levels of interests/needs that the 
members exhibit in their participation, while allowing it to 
respond to external and internal pressures as they occur.
The Senate has been successful in accomplishing its 
goals and it has exhibited a steady increase in the quality 
and quantity of spheres of influence. Also, its activities 
were consistently well-attended by its membership and other 
representatives of various elements of its external environ­
ment. But, too little concrete support for local senates was 
provided by the Academic Senate. While there were definite 
pockets, statewide, of strong local senates, the generalized 
concern expressed by interview respondents was for the lack 
of uniform strength of the local senates and the resultant 
neutralizing impact on the Senate's effectiveness.
Questionnaire respondents were critical of the
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effectiveness of the Senate's efforts at strengthening local 
senates. Some respondents wrote cogent comments to this 
effect on their questionnaires. There was too much distance 
in the communication between the local senates (faculty 
members) and the Academic Senate. The much-diluted or non­
existent communication which does occur left the membership 
with extensive lack of knowledge about the Senate. The high 
"don't know" percentages of response from the faculty group 
illustrated this. Interview respondents expressed concern 
that the membership did not know about this effective organi­
zation even under the most ideal of circumstances.
The behavior exhibited by the Senate demonstrated the 
appropriateness of selecting the Tannenbaum and Georgopoulos 
definition of effectiveness for this study, as it recognizes 
the Senate's environment, its goal direction and accomplish­
ments, while highlighting the specific importance of the mem­
bership. This was illustrated by the fact that collegiality, 
the core of the Academic Senate's self image and behavior 
characteristics, recognizes the importance of the needs of 
the individual participant in the effectiveness of the whole 
organization. The extent to which the Senate and its repre­
sentatives have become collegial and the relationship of 
collegiality to their political or strategic behavior was 
exemplified by the display of the events surrounding the 
accreditation issue. This issue, as well as the associate 
degree and general education requirements review, illustrated 
the effectiveness of the Senate in these specific situations.
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The Senate activities, reviewed in depth, relating to 
accreditation, demonstrated the vital importance of the indi­
vidual actors who championed a cause for the sake of the 
greater good— organizational goals— and, in return, their 
individual needs (undefined by the study) were met. These 
same activities demonstrated, also, the effectiveness of the 
sub-units (accreditation committee, Educational Policies Com­
mittee) as they worked toward and successfully accomplished 
the committee's and organization's goals over long periods of 
time. But, in each instance, the purpose for the committee's 
existence and activities rested with the reason the Senate 
exists— to represent faculty on academic and professional 
matters.
The data analysis revealed that the Senate was viewed as 
least effective by the faculty and college presidents' groups 
and most consistently effective by senate presidents and 
those interviewed. At first glance, it might seem that the 
faculty and senate presidents should be more in agreement, 
since senate presidents are full-time faculty members, and 
that there was no obvious connection between those inter­
viewed and the senate presidents. Access to information and 
being in the communication path was identified as the common 
thread between senate presidents and those interviewed. For 
both groups, access to the Senate representatives and commun­
iques was direct. Knowledge about the organization directly 
affected the response to inquiry about the Academic Senate's 
organizational effectiveness.
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Clearly, the Senate has successfully fostered the proc­
ess and procedural aspects of involvement of the local 
senates in governance. A primary factor in this involvement 
was the Senate's efforts, which resulted in an agreement with 
BoG and the Chancellor's Office that local senate presidents 
be added to the distribution lists where information about 
academic and professional matters is disseminated and thus be 
included in the same communication link as the college chief 
instruction officer and chief executive officers. In the 
case of the associate degree review, Title V of the Admin­
istrative Code specifies the local senates' involvement in 
the review.
When the effectiveness behavior characteristics of the 
paradigm were juxtaposed against Academic Senate behavior, it 
was clear that the Senate had demonstrated effectiveness 
behavior characteristics of all three paradigm. Also, it had 
moved among and between the paradigm effectively, as was most 
clearly observed in the interview responses and accreditation 
participant observation situation, but illustrated in many 
other situations, too. The Senate representatives utilized a 
variety of effectiveness behavior patterns and demonstrated 
numerous effectiveness characteristics. The paradigm pro­
vided a means for framing the reality of their behavior.
Throughout their book, In Search of Excellence (1982), 
Peters and Waterman, Jr. emphasized that excellent companies 
respect their employees and place great value on their indi­
vidual worth. As a voluntary organization, the effectiveness
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of the Academic Senate rests on its individual members and 
their degree of commitment and participation. The Peters and 
Waterman, Jr. study, as well as this research, further con­
firmed the wisdom of the Tannenbaum and Georgopoulos (1957) 
definition of organizational effectiveness because it specif­
ically identified and set apart the importance of the 
individual to organizational effectiveness.
The intent is to indicate that the statewide Academic 
Senate, a non-profit, voluntary, professional, collegial 
organization which was identified as an effective organiza­
tion by questionnaire respondents, interview respondents and 
participant observation evaluation, may possess the same 
characteristics, labeled slightly differently, as are found 
in the excellent companies. Further, it would appear that 
excellent companies possess the effectiveness behavior char­
acteristics identified in the three paradigm, and that these 
characteristics may be generalizable to both profit and ser­
vice oriented organizations when studies with qualitative 
research designs are considered.
The flexible organization structures and strong social 
networks which encourage lateral, as well as vertical, com­
munication and abundant opportunity for interaction found in 
Peters and Waterman, Jr.'s excellent companies, Naisbitt's 
(Megatrends, 1982) participatory decision-making involving 
people whose lives are affected by the decisions, and the 
Academic Senate's commitment to collegiality and democratic 
structure have striking similarities. The very foundation of
7 ,I
I
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collegiality is in colleagues questioning, participating in 
decisions and sharing in the governance process.
There are similarities between the Peters and Waterman, 
Jr.'s (1982) loose-tight characteristics, Naisbitt's (1982) 
view of the future, and certain of the effectiveness charac­
teristics described by the paradigm. Consider, for example, 
a comparison of Peters and Waterman, Jr.'s "tight" character­
istic present in excellent companies, identified as rigidly 
shared values and firm central direction which provides the 
framework about what counts, Naisbitt's identification of an 
institution's defined purpose that is right, its strategic 
shared vision which provides the image of what is desired, as 
well as the focus to achieve it, and Paradigm A effectiveness 
characteristics in which goals are defined and lead to goal 
attainment. Additionally, a Paradigm A description of an 
organization reveals a centrally-directed organization with 
large patterns of activity and members who share an image of 
the organization and its purposes. Virtually all respondents 
to the questionnaires and those interviewed shared the image 
of the Academic Senate as having a clearly defined purpose, 
firm, centralized direction, and as effective in accomplish­
ing its goals.
As a classic example of Naisbitt's "change occurs when 
there is a confluence of both changing values and economic 
necessity, not before" (p. 183), one could cite Proposition 
13 (1978), the tax reform initiative (change in values), 
which was followed by difficult economic times (economic
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necessity) so apparent during the period of this study with 
both factors overarched by the poor academic preparation of 
college students.
The institutions of higher education have been forced 
into serious and prolonged questioning of the purpose they 
serve and numerous substantive changes have occurred. The 
statewide Academic Senate participated fully in activities 
which led to: uniform grading policy; associate degree gen­
eral education requirements review; AS-CIO and Intersegmental 
Committee recommendations for uniform minimum competency 
requirements in the basic skills; and, changes in the Accred­
iting Commission membership and appointment procedures. The 
impact of the changes has been or will be felt on each com­
munity college campus. It is noteworthy that these activi­
ties and resultant changes were concentrated in the academic 
years 1980-81, 81-82, 82-83 (the period of greatest economic 
crisis). Concurrently, the Senate has taken strong posi­
tions, similar to those identified by Naisbitt, in support of 
the concept of lifelong education and in recognition of the 
critical importance of generalist education. Naisbitt's view 
of the future indicates a combination of lifelong learning 
and generalist education, providing the tools which people 
will use in meeting the future.
The Academic Senate's Problem Areas
The statewide Academic Senate had four major problems 
related to organizational effectiveness. The first problem
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was concerned with communication. The members surveyed were 
not knowledgeable about the Senate's activities. Effective­
ness cannot be judged by those who lack knowledge. The sen­
ate presidents received direct communications from the 
Academic Senate. Those senate presidents who responded to 
the survey (70%) indicated a much smaller "don't know" 
response than the faculty. The elite interview respondents 
were selected because of their interaction with the Senate 
and expertise about its activities. Both the senate presi­
dents and those interviewed were very positive in their 
evaluation of the effectiveness of the Senate. The interview 
respondents had communicated directly with the organizational 
actors (as had the senate presidents) and understood the Sen­
ate, if only in a specific area of concern.
Further, this has been an on-going problem and the prob­
lem rests with the Senate's acceptance that it was communi­
cating with the membership in the manner it should as a 
democratically-structured microcosm of representative govern­
ment. The pattern was for the Senate officers to communicate 
with the local senates, through the presidents, who then com­
municate to their faculties. If this were multiplied 107 
times, most faculty members of the community colleges in 
California would be well informed about the Academic Senate 
activities. Clearly, this has not been happening and the 
communication structure has not been effective. Comments 
which were received from senate presidents as part of their 
survey response indicated their concurrence and highlighted
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the seriousness of the problem. The Senate must undertake a 
major overhaul of its communication network with its mem­
bers.
The Senate's second major problem pertained to local 
senates. These senates need to develop more uniform 
strength, statewide, in order to implement or maintain the 
substantive gains in participatory governance, accomplished 
by the efforts of the Academic Senate. Jean B. Trapnell, one 
of the interview respondents, indicated she thought it "was 
going to be more and more important that the local senates be 
empowered to carry out . . . what the statewide Senate now
has to gain for them at the state level." Patrick M. Callan, 
another interview respondent, stated his concern for the 
uneven strength of the local senates statewide. The results 
of the questionnaire responses of all three groups indicated 
their agreement that local senates needed to be strengthened 
through the active support of the Academic Senate.
There were strong local senates. The legislative 
statutes and procedural agreements which support strong sen­
ates apply to all local senates. Why, then, were there such 
differences? As indicated previously, the Academic Senate 
and its external supporters have accomplished many avenues 
for use by all local senates in participative governance. 
But, there were distinct differences in strength, the causes 
of which were not, in the opinion of this researcher, fully 
understood.
On several occasions, the Senate has surveyed the local
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senates requesting very important data, such as: the amount
of assigned time for the president; amount of financial sup­
port; and, amount of clerical support. This data has been 
used effectively by local senates to gain resources on indi­
vidual campuses. It is true that the strong senates likely 
have more local support. The question is, how did they 
achieve it? It is likely to be true that there are strong 
local senates with relatively little quantifiable support.
If this is the case, how and under what circumstances does 
this occur? Is there such a thing as ambience, perhaps of a 
collegial nature, which differentiates the strong senate? Is 
local strength related to role modeling in some identifiable 
way, that is, having the opportunity to observe or experience 
the methods and skills necessary to interact with the member­
ship, CEO's and Board members effectively? If tradition is 
an identifiable factor, what contributes to it? Who are or 
have been the local senate leaders in strong senates? Do 
they have common characteristics?
It appears that some local senates have been labeled 
"strong," using somewhat obscure criteria, but have not been 
well-defined and described in such a way as to provide use- 
able information to other senates. The Academic Senate 
should not and cannot afford to reduce its efforts at the 
statewide level. However, the organization should provide 
active support for local senates on local campuses, which is 
unique to their needs. To begin to do this, the Senate must 
gather more concrete data on what characterizes strong local
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senates and then go about the process of strength-building 
with all the local senates. Strong senates can become 
stronger, also.
Third, the Senate needs to actively consider its role as 
a political force (Paradigm C). The questionnaire raised the 
issue of whether the Senate was politically effective when 
its interactions with specified organizations in its environ­
ment were concerned. There was general agreement by those 
interviewed, as well as the senate and college presidents' 
groups, that the Academic Senate was politically effective in 
interacting with the Board of Governors for California Com­
munity Colleges and, to a lesser extent, with the other 
identified organizations, it appears that this was an accur­
ate evaluation of the Senate's political effectiveness. 
Contributing to the Senate's more effective interaction with 
the Board is that its representatives attend all meetings and 
have the legal right to submit agenda items and address the 
Board directly. Also, the Board has indicated its approval 
of the focused efforts of the Senate to address critical 
academic and professional issues. Access to the Board, which 
provides the opportunity for repeated interactions over time 
by individuals where bargaining and compromises can occur, 
probably accounts for the Senate's increased political effec­
tiveness with that group.
Access to CPEC has been more difficult for the Senate to 
achieve, though the interactions have become more frequent.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
459
The Commission often includes the Senate representatives in 
appropriate advisory groups and committee structures.
The Senate position and representatives working on 
accreditation issues attracted the favorable eye of several 
key legislators. This was exemplified by their willingness 
to write letters to the Accrediting Commission, confirming 
their support for the Senate's position to increase the fac­
ulty participation/representation on the Commission, and 
their disapproval of the Commission's proposal to self- 
appoint commissioners. Also, the Legislature increased the 
Senate's funding because they supported the Senate's issue- 
driven efforts and were encouraging the organization to 
extend their activities. Again, this kind of effectiveness 
was related to Senate representatives interacting with legis­
lators in providing testimony at committee hearings and in 
the hallways of Sacramento.
A substantive issue was raised by several of those 
interviewed who questioned whether the Academic Senate should 
be politically effective. Several expressed the view that 
the effectiveness of the Senate was based on its apolitical, 
purist goals and its focused effort to achieve these goals.
To become politically effective, the Senate might have to 
compromise its image and effectiveness.
Political effectiveness has many meanings and there was 
no question that some believed political activity of any sort 
blatently unprofessional. In their view, it is not possible 
to participate in political activity without tarnishing the
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organization or individual's image. Throughout this study, 
the participants have indicated that the Senate's image was 
very pure— goal-focused and directed toward issues concerning 
academic and professional matters— while characterizing Sen­
ate behavior as akin to political (Paradigm C). A primary 
example was the observation of Senate behavior surrounding 
the accreditation issue, which identified Senate representa­
tives using political strategies in combination with purist 
strategies over an extended period of time. Clearly, the 
Senate has been effective in combining what appears to some 
to be paradoxical characteristics— political and purist— and 
the question seems moot.
A fourth problem was identified by several who were 
interviewed and was expressed as a concern for whether the 
Senate will be able to maintain or increase its effectiveness 
without some direct, formalized method or program for assur­
ing the perpetuation of quality leadership. One suggestion 
was for the Senate to develop an internship-like program for 
use in training and exposure of members to the various roles 
played by the organizational actors. Another was for the 
Senate to provide leadership workshops for local senates. 
Those interviewed attributed much of the Senate's effective­
ness to the individual Senate representatives with whom they 
had interacted.
Unquestionably, the future effectiveness of the Senate, 
as a voluntary organization, rests with its ability to re­
place its leadership on a regular and reasonably predictable
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basis. The potential pool from which to draw was large—  
15,000 or so. But participation is also voluntary and 
incentives to participate are relatively obscure or non­
existent for the vast majority of those individuals. Addi­
tionally, the Senate leadership representatives interact with 
individuals and organizations in highly-charged arenas, far 
removed from the college classroom. In fact, there was 
little reason to assume that the professional preparation or 
skills required of an effective teacher are those most 
desired of the Senate leadership.
Because of the Senate's representative structure, local 
senate delegates and presidents were the individuals who 
composed the greatest portion of the leadership pool; the 
training for potential leaders occurred in the local senates. 
The potential pool was affected by numerous factors. Cur­
rently, those who remain in the eligible pool either self­
select and place their name in nomination or are tapped by 
present leadership, based on their observations. Once 
elected or appointed, the individual begins the undefined 
learning/training process. Some individuals have not taken 
their role seriously. Others exemplify nearly total dedica­
tion to their role. The latter were the individuals those 
interviewed characterized as the Senate leadership.
As the role of the Senate leader becomes more visible, 
demanding skills and talents more common to publicly elected 
officials and less familiar to the activities of the local 
senate, the pool of potential leaders will become even
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smaller. Those who remain may not necessarily possess the 
desirable skills. Instead, they may just be persistent or be 
motivated by personal needs to a greater extent than the 
others.
The need for a leadership development plan and training 
activities, prior to running for office or being appointed to 
committees, was not measured by this study and there was no 
indication that leadership problems existed as this was writ­
ten. The fear was for the future. This may be a "sleeper" 
need for the Senate. In other words, by the time the need is 
recognized, the leadership pool may have been drained. 
Interview respondent Gus Guichard's advice to the Senate was 
to plan for the future by developing a series of formalized 
experiences for potential Senate leaders to participate in 
prior to being elected or appointed. This suggestion should 
be explored thoroughly by the Senate. Its future rests on 
the consistency of the leadership.
Recommendations 
The organizational effectiveness of the Academic Senate 
for California Community Colleges has been well documented by 
the findings of this study. As with any individual organiza­
tion, weaknesses in the Senate have been present and deserve 
the attention of the Senate.
Organizational Effectiveness Definition
The review of the literature provided numerous
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definitions of organizational effectiveness. Most often they 
were cumbersome, requiring an understanding of the author's 
research and an interpretation of the jargon of organiza­
tional behavior. The Tannenbaum and Georgopoulos (1957) 
definition was selected because it minimized the jargon and 
included the organization membership as a unique considera­
tion, rather than a generalized organizational resource. The 
conclusions of this study indicated that the definition was 
appropriate. It was clear, however, that elements of organi­
zational effectiveness emerged which deserved more distinct 
emphasis in the definition. These elements may have been 
present in some or all of the definitions in the review but 
were obscured by their author's terminology.
The following definition of organizational effectiveness 
is recommended for study. An organization is effective when: 
it is goal-focused; it understands and accommodates paradox; 
it is highly participatory; and, all who belong have a stake 
in its present and future. This definition lacks a statement 
about resource acquisition, but goal statements and focus 
actually address resource acquisition and, to the extent they 
are accomplished, resources are acquired. This definition is 
universal and appears applicable to the study of organiza­
tions as widely divergent as coalitions and multi-national 
corporations.
Research Design and Methodology
The research design and methodology were selected
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because they offered support for the comprehensive nature of 
the purpose and objectives of this research, and the means to 
provide for understanding the complexity of the Academic 
Senate's environment. The results and conclusions of the 
research justified the importance of undertaking the compre­
hensive design as it exposed the differing viewpoints of 
those individuals and groups in the Senate's environment.
The two major groups in the internal environment, facul­
ty and senate presidents, disagreed on many points concerning 
the Senate's effectiveness. The interview respondents con­
sisted of more members of the external environment and they 
tended to view Senate effectiveness similarly to the local 
senate presidents' group. The college presidents were very 
important to local senates but, as a group, they were extern­
al to the Academic Senate. Yet, their responses to the eval­
uation of Senate effectiveness were more similar to those of 
the faculty group. Using the thematic approach to partici­
pant observation served to isolate one situation/issue and 
view it comprehensively while integrating virtually all 
elements of the Senate's internal and external environment.
A less comprehensive research design would have cloaked 
the differences, provided an incomplete and less accurate 
understanding of the Senate's effectiveness, and provided 
distinctly different conclusions. As a result, a personal 
leaning toward effectiveness studies with multiple data 
collection methodologies, which began to develop during the
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literature review, was confirmed through use of this study's 
triangulation strategy and structural corroboration.
The three paradigm which were developed as a means of 
integrating the analysis of the various types of data appear 
to be generalizable and, therefore, applicable to future 
organizational effectiveness studies.
The research findings identifed four major problems: 
Communication with community college faculty members; Need to 
strengthen local senates; Role as a political force; Future 
leadership development. Four recommendations follow.
Communication with Community College Faculty Members
Communication problems were not unique to the Academic 
Senate and it appeared that there may be many aspects of this 
problem which need scrutinizing. In democratically struc­
tured representative organizations, the elected leaders 
communicate through representatives (senate presidents), 
elected or appointed, to the people or members of the organi­
zation (community college faculty). The Senate, through the 
President or Executive Committee, has operated this way for 
many years and the Executive Committee, senate presidents, 
and faculty have expressed dissatisfaction because it has not 
worked. Since it was clear that the faculty did not know and 
understand this organization, the Academic Senate should con­
sider the following:
Establish a small group of faculty members (10-15) who 
have expertise in communication methods and techniques,
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as well as knowledge about organizations. Charge this 
group with studying the problem and suggesting solu­
tions.
Need to Strengthen Local Senates
The expressed and recognized need to strengthen the 
local senates by all who participated in this study was the 
second major problem the Academic Senate should tackle. Some 
local senates appeared to be strong and vital, but others 
were not. The Senate has done a number of surveys of local 
senates requesting information about various demographic 
characteristics. However, questions, such as the following, 
have not been asked by the Senate in the frame of any 
research it has conducted:
"What are the characteristics of a strong local senate?" 
"Where are the strong local senates located?"
"How do strong local senates communicate?"
"How do strong local senates differ from the weak ones?" 
In order for the Academic Senate to work to strengthen local 
senates, a description of the characteristics of strong local 
senates must be identified.
The Executive Committee should:
1. Consider establishing a small team of faculty mem­
bers with research expertise to study strengths, 
weaknesses, and needs of local senates.
2. Consider establishing a list of individuals from all 
over the State who have demonstrated success with
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their local senates to act as "contacts" and 
troubleshooters, for local senate presidents to com­
municate with when an outside, objective opinion on 
how to expedite local activity is needed.
3. Consider encouraging Executive Committee representa­
tives to visit campuses and/or communicate by tele­
phone with local senate presidents regularly about 
what they are doing; what the Executive Committee 
needs to know; and, what the Senate is doing.
Role as a Political Force
Some of those who were interviewed raised interesting 
concerns as to whether the Senate should be politically 
effective while indicating that it had been. Others were not 
troubled by this concern and the Senate was identified as 
politically effective. Political activity was one of the 
realities of the Senate's environment.
The Executive Committee should undertake a thorough 
review of the Senate's political behavior. The behaviors 
characteristic of political effectiveness need to be analyzed 
as they relate to collegiality and accepted or rejected as 
appropriate for use by the Senate when future strategies are 
developed. The question of establishing a permanent office 
and increasing Senate visibility in Sacramento were inter­
related with this issue.
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Future Leadership Development
Clearly, the respondents to this study identified the 
importance of the organization's members in its effective­
ness. Most people who come in contact with an organization 
do so through the visibility of its officers and representa­
tives, and the concern for the perpetuation of the quality 
leadership which has been expressed was perhaps a valid one.
The Executive Committee should undertake, as a project, 
the consideration of problems inherent in perpetuating qual­
ity leadership. The past methods have been effective, but 
there were indications (Peters and Waterman, Jr., 1982; Nais- 
bitt, 1982) that leaders and expectations of leadership were 
changing. The suggestions offered by those interviewed 
should be carefully considered, along with an interdisci­
plinary, philosophical/theoretical exploration of leader­
ship.
Recommendations for Future Research 
The scholarly works cited throughout the review of 
literature concerned with organizational effectiveness did 
not identify one best organizational structure nor did one 
best way to assess organizational effectiveness emerge. This 
dissertation serves to contribute in a small way to the over­
all body of knowledge about organizations and organizational 
effectiveness because no similar study of the organizational 
effectiveness of a statewide academic senate existed. The 
value of its contribution to that body of knowledge can only
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be determined by the critical review of others and time. 
However, it has served to enlighten the researcher and lead 
to recommendations which should be considered for future 
study.
1. An obvious need for further study was outlined in 
the earlier recommendation concerning local senates. 
Clearly, the Academic Senate will maintain, increase 
or decrease in its effectiveness, based on the con­
tinued support of the local senates. The discrep­
ancy in effectiveness of the local senates is of 
concern. A research project, patterned closely 
after this dissertation and testing the paradigm 
developed for this study, would provide a clear 
understanding of local senate effectiveness and be 
an appropriate companion study to this one.
2. Replicability and generalizability of research has 
been a traditional means of indicating the appro­
priateness of the methodology and confirming the 
credibility of the research. Therefore, a study, 
replicating this design and concentrating on the 
applicability of the paradigm to the effectiveness 
of a non-voluntary public service organization, is 
recommended. Similarly, a study concentrating on a 
profit-making, non-voluntary organization is sug­
gested.
3. The questionnaires generated a wealth of data which 
begs to be analyzed, to determine whether there are
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indications of the interactions among items which 
deserve further investigation relative to the Aca­
demic Senate's organizational effectiveness.
Final Observations 
As this study drew to a close, it became obvious that 
the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges has 
been an effective organization. The 15 years encompassed by 
its existence have been some of the most exciting and anxious 
years in the history of higher education in California.
Sense of timing— being in the right place at the right 
time— is an incredibly nebulous and difficult concept to 
explain. To a large extent, it is intuitive but it is based 
on the ability to accumulate, categorize, analyze and combine 
related and seemingly unrelated information, and then make 
decisions. In the case of the Academic Senate, numerous 
incidents were mentioned during this research which occurred 
somewhat unexpectedly, but the Senate was either prepared to 
handle them or to rise to the occasion. As an example, the 
fledgling Senate was confronted with the turmoil of collec­
tive bargaining and the diversity which accompanied it. 
Leadership in both camps was taxed. Yet, the Senate quickly 
decided to separate the issues, focus on the need for both 
kinds of groups, and ultimately to cooperate when appro­
priate. Many predicted the death of local senates and the 
statewide Senate but it did not happen.
When generalized growth and access and the local
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communities were supporting and demanding courses which were 
the antithesis of traditional college coursework, the Senate 
was advocating academic quality and standards and not many 
were listening. When the tide began to turn in 1978 and was 
sucking the life out of the community colleges shortly after, 
the Senate had information, representation and a publicly- 
stated collegial philosophy. The organization was called 
upon to participate and make recommendations in the deci­
sions that culminated in the retrenching of the 80's.
The academic years 1979-80, 80-81 and 81-82 were tumul­
tuous ones throughout the State. During that period, the 
Senate elected a political scientist and a sociologist as 
president. Both were well-schooled in human interaction; 
both were experienced Senate representatives. Was it timing, 
organizational insight or luck? Their leadership was effec­
tive. Were there others, potentially just as effective, who 
were not leading?
Sense of timing was not a factor evaluated by this re­
search, but more than one individual suggested that it was 
the most appropriate reason for an action being taken at the 
time it occurred.
Focus, tenacious at times, on academic issues, adequate 
process and standard operating procedures, and a political/ 
strategic expertise, labeled collegiality, have characterized 
the Senate's behavior over the years. But, it was during the 
last three years that these combined and interacting
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characteristics have been most visible and the most effec­
tively demonstrated.
The Board of Governors and the Legislature have made 
public statements, to all who would listen, that they were 
not interested in having individual districts and/or special 
interest groups addressing them, requesting solutions for 
problems which are rightfully settled locally. Both groups 
have publicly indicated their support for the efforts of the 
Senate because, in their view, it has consistently addressed 
statewide issues focusing on academic quality.
Those who characterized the Senate as effective some­
times criticized the issues it has supported, indicating that 
they were often counter to local control and destructive to 
the unique identity of an individual college. As yet, the 
Board of Governors has not clearly defined the issues which 
are local, but it has indicated an intent to accomplish that 
very difficult task. Underlying this controversy is the fact 
that local districts have almost no control over their 
income. Since the passage of Proposition 13, the State con­
trols the purse strings which, when coupled with the exist­
ence of the California community college system, is the basis 
for Senate activity, which tacitly considers the issue of 
local control moot.
At the same time, the Board of Governors has clearly 
indicated that it does not propose to remove all local ident­
ity and control. The more reinforcement it provides for the 
Academic Senate and local senates, especially with repeated
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inclusion of these organizations in Title V sections, the 
more important local senates will become in the governance 
process.
As the coordinating commission for higher education in 
California, CPEC evaluates and recommends to the Legislature. 
CPEC has indicated that it considered the work of the Inter- 
segmental Committee to be of primary significance and an 
example of collegiality in action. Again, the activity 
undertaken at the State level is extremely significant, but 
implementation occurs at the local level and that was identi­
fied as the rightful domain of the local senate.
As an organization, the Senate was not without its 
critics, both internally and externally, nor was it devoid of 
all problems. It has been very consistent in its positions, 
and its representatives have frequently been faced with 
adversity and uneven odds. Some of its leaders have been 
inept and some excellent— but, in toto, they have been effec­
tive. Timing is not just luck. The Senate had prepared 
itself well for the participatory role in shared governance 
and was ready when the time was right. Without question, it 
has incorporated the external environment in its internal 
environment and the impact has been reciprocal.
Earlier, a definition of organizational effectiveness 
was proposed for future study in which an organization was 
effective when: it is goal-focused; it understands and
accommodates paradox; it is highly participatory; and, all 
who belong have a stake in its present and future. The four
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major concerns, addressed as recommendations, are germane to 
the last two points of this definition, are manageable and 
largely interrelated problems. An enthusiastic and creative 
approach to these topics will lead to continued or increased 
organizational effectiveness.
The Academic Senate should be congratulated for its 
proven ability to maintain clarity of purpose and goal- 
focused behavior. It has managed the paradox and conflict in 
its environment well. As a generalized statement, these 
characteristics may reflect the most important and generaliz- 
able behaviors for the Senate to demonstrate if it is to 
continue to be a strong, effective organization.
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APPENDIX A
Interview Questions
1. Tell me about the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. 
How did it get to be the way it is? (Anything else?)
2. In what specific ways (capacities) have you participated in the Aca­
demic Senate? How about currently? How many years?
3. What do other professional organizations, groups think of the Aca­
demic Senate? Has this always been true? If not, can you identify 
turning points?
4. What lines of communication are set up between the Academic Senate 
and major educational organizations?
5. Does the organization make use of available information? Why/Why 
not?
6. What is the purpose of the organization, in your opinion?
7. How strong is the Academic Senate?
S.- What do you consider the goals of the Academic Senate?
9. Should any of these goals be eliminated? Added to? Give examples.
10. Which outside groups does the Academic Senate listen to?
11. What do you think will be the most important activities to the Aca­
demic Senate five years from now?
12. What future do you see for the Academic Senate? Why?
13. What do you think community college faculty in California see as the
Academic Senate's major function?
14. How old is the Academic Senate? Why was it founded? Was there a
special need? What was it?
15. How much has the Academic Senate changed in the past five years?
16. How would you rate the Academic Senate compared with other similar 
organizations?
17. Do you think the Chancellor's Office is supportive of the Academic 
Senate? In what specific ways?
18. What is the relationship of the Academic Senate and the California
Postsecondary Education Commission?
19. From your perspective, what do you think is the most important func­
tion of the Academic Senate? Least important?
20. Do you think that the existence of collective bargaining units and 
academic senates on individual campuses is mutually advantageous? 
Why?
21. What organizational characteristics do effective organizations pos­
sess?
22. What is it about this organization that makes a difference in terms 
of its effectiveness?
23. What would have to change in order to make the Academic Senate more 
effective?
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Survey Questionnaire
O c t o b e r  1 1 .  1 9 0 2
MiraCOsta College
Dear Coifegue.
T h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i s  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  f o r  C a l i f o r n i a  
C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e s .  T h e  s u r v e y  r e p r e s e n t s  o n e  o f  s e v e r a l  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  t e c h n i q u e s  t h a t  I  w i l l  b e  u s i n g  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  m y  
d o c t o r a l  d i s s e r t a t i o n  a n d  w i l l  t a k e  a b o u t  f i f t e e n  m i n u t e s  f o r  y o u  t o  c o m p l e t e .  T h e  E x e c u t i v e  C o m m i t t e e  o f  t h e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  i s  
k n o w l e d g e a b l e  a b o u t  a n d  s u p p o r t i v e  o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h .
T h e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  i s  y o u r  s t a t e w i d e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  m  a l l  m a t t e r s  o f  a c a d e m i c  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  c o n c e r n .  Y o u r  r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h i s  
s u r v e y  a r e  v i t a l  t o  m y  r e s e a r c h  a n d  m  p r o v i d i n g  s u b s t a n t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  w h i c h  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  m a y  u s e  m  
a c c o m p l i s h i n g  i t s  m a i o r  g o a t  —  t h a t  o f  r e p r e s e n t i n g  y o u  t h e  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  i n s t r u c t o r .
T h r o u g h o u t  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  t h e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  f o r  C a l i f o r n i a  C o l l e g e s  i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  
R e f e r e n c e s  t o  l o c a l  s e n a t e s  s h o u l d  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  t o  i n c l u d e  f a c u l t y  c o u n c i l s  o r  e q u i v a l e n t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .
P l e a s e  c o m p l e t e  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  f o l d ,  s t a p l e  c l o s e d ,  a n d  r e t u r n  t o  m e  b y  O c t o b e r  2 9 .  Y o u r  r e s p o n s e  w i l l  r e m a i n  c o n f i d e n t i a l  A  
c o p y  o f  t h e  s u r v e y  r e s u l t s  w i l l  b e  m a d e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  e v e r y  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  t h r o u g h  t h e  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e  p r e s i d e n t .  M a n y  
t h a n k s  f o r  y o u r  e a r l y  r e s p o n s e
Not printed o r mailed at taxpayer expense.
S e r v i n g  i n e  c o m m u n i t i e s  o f  C a r d i f f ,  C e r l a o a d .  D a l  M a r  E n c i n i t a s .  L s u c a d i a .  O c s a n s K l a .  O i t v e n n s t n .  R a n c h o  S a n t a  f « .  S a n  L o > a  R a y  a n a  S o t e n a  B e a c h
S i n c e r e l y .
G a i l  P r e n t i s s
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Directions: This Questionnaire is concerned with the effectiveness o f the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges. 
Please check the appropriate Pox. The questionnaire w ill taka about fifteen minutes to  complete.
A .  S e x  ( 1 )  M  O  ( 2 )  F  □
6 .  I n  w h a t  a r e a  w a s  y o u r  principal  t e a c h i n g  a s s i g n m e n t  i n  1 9 8 1 - 6 2 7  
( i )  S o c i a l  a n d  B e h a v i o r a l  S c i e n c e s  □  ( 2 )  N a t u r a l  S c i e n c e s  O  
( 3 )  P h y s i c a l  S c i e n c e s  i n c l u d i n g  M a t h  □  ( 4 )  H u m a n i t i e s O  ( 5 )  H e a l t h  
a n d  P h y s i c a l  E d u c a t i o n  □  ( 6 )  B u s i n e s s  a n d  V o c a t i o n a l  □  ( 7 )  B a s i c  
S k i l l s  ( r e m e d i a l )  O  
C .  N u m b e r  o f  y e a r s  o f  f u l l - t i m e  t e a c h i n g  t a u g h t  i n  a  c o m m u n i t y  
c o l l e g e :
•  ( 1 )  0 - 5  □  ( 2 )  6 - 1 0  0 ( 3 )  1 1 - 1 5  0 ( 4 )  1 8  o r  m o r e  O
0 .  S i z e  o f  y o u r  f u l l - t i m e  t e a c h i n g  f a c u l t y :
( 1 )  L e s s  t h a n  S O  O  ( 2 )  5 1 - 1 0 0  0 ( 3 )  1 0 1 - 2 0 0  0  2 0 1 - 3 0 0  0  
( 5 )  M o r e  t h a n  3 0 0  O
E .  H a v e  y o u  e v e r  h e l d  o f f i c e  m  y o u r  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e ?
( 1 )  Y e s  0 ( 2 )  N o  O
F .  H a v e  y o u  e v e r  a t t e n d e d  a  s t a t e  c o n f e r e n c e  o r  a r e a  m e e t i n g  o f  t h e  
s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e ?
( 1 )  Y e s  0 ( 2 )  N o O
I  t o  • « • « >  
S m M o i t o n i
I P  •  M l M  
• s w n t
t o  t o m p t o  •  g r p M  I  t o  •  * p * y  d o n ' t  
• ■ t P f t t  j g i W t P B W M  « A 0 W
G  L i s t e d  b e l o w  a r e  t h e  purposes, aims  a n d  functions  o f  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  j  
S e n a t e  a s  d e s c r i b e d  m  t h e  b y l a w s .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  d o  y o u  b e l i e v e  t h e  A c a d e m i c  
S e n a t e  h a s  b e e n  e f f e c t i v e  i n  c a r r y i n g  o u t  e a c h  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :
( 1 )  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s  a n d  t h e r e b y  e n s u r e  a  
f o r m a l  a n d  e f f e c t i v e  p r o c e d u r e  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  f o r m a t i o n  o f  s t a t e w i d e  
p o l i c i e s  o n  a c a d e m i c  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  m a t t e r s .
!
( 2 )  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s  o r  o t h e r  e q u i v a l e n t  f a c u l t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
i n  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e s .
1.
j  '
( 3 )  t o  d e v e l o p  p o l i c i e s  a n d  p r o m o t e  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  p o l i c i e s  o n  m a t t e r s  o f  
s t a t e w i d e  c o n c e r n .
1
i :
( 4 )  t o  m a k e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  o n  s t a t e w i d e  m a t t e r s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  
c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e s I ...
( 5 )  t o  a s s u m e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a n d  p e r f o r m  f u n c t i o n s  a s  m a y  b e  d e l e g a t e d  t o  i t  b y  
t h e  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s  o r  o t h e r  e q u i v a l e n t  f a c u l t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o f  
C a l i f o r n i a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e s  a n d  b y  t h e  B o a r d  o f  G o v e r n o r s  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  




( 6 )  t o  p r o v i d e  s t a t e w i d e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s  o r  o t h e r  
e q u i v a l e n t  f a c u l t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  m  o r d e r  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  t h o  a c t i o n s  a n d  r e q u e s t s  
o f  C a l i f o r n i a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s .
i
i
( 7 )  t o  i n i t i a t e  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s  r e l e v a n t  t o  C a l i f o r n i a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e s  a n d  t h e i r  
r o l e  i n  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n .
i
H  L i s t e d  b e l o w  a r e  q u e s t i o n s  e r d  s t a t e m e n t s  a b o u t  s o m e  o f  t h e  m a n y  activities  o f  t h e  
s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e
b e e n  e f f e c t i v e  m  f o s t e r i n g  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s .
( 1 )  H o w  e f f e c t i v e  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  b e e n  i n  c o m m u n i c a t i n g  i t s  
a c t i v i t i e s  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  f a c u l t y  m e m b e r s ?
i
|
( 2 )  H o w  r e s p o n s i v e  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  b e e n  t o  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  
m a d e  o r  p o s i t i o n s  t a k e n  b y  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s ?
j
( 3 )  l  h a v e  c o n f i d e n c e  a n d  t r u s t  i n  t h e s t a t e w i d e A c a d e m i c S e n a t e t o r e p r e s e n t m e o n  
a c a d e m i c  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  m a t t e r s .
( 4 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  i s  a c t i v e  i n  s p e a k i n g  o u t  o n  m a t t e r s  o f  
a c a d e m i c  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  c o n c e r n . i !
( 5 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  d e m o n s t r a t e s  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  i n i t i a t i n g  p o l i c y  
s t a t e m e n t s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  r o l e  o f  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s  i n  h i g h e r  
e d u c a t i o n .
( 8 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  r e s p o n d s  a c t i v e l y  t o  t h e  c h a n g i n g  n e e d s  o f  
c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s . i1
( 7 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  h a s  w o r k e d  e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  l o c a l  
s e n a t e s
I  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  b e e n  e f f e c t i v e  i n  representing
t h e  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t y  i n :
( 1 )  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  T i t l e  V  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  s y s t e m w i d e  g r a d i n g  p o l i c y  
m i n i m u m  s t a n d a r d s ?
( 2 )  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t i e s  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e i r  g e n e r a l  e d u c a t i o n  
r e q u i r e m e n t s ? | j
( 3 )  t h e  T i t l e  V  r e g u l a t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  a s s o c i a t e  d e g r e e ? |  ;
( 4 )  a c c r e d i t a t i o n ? _ i I
j  i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s ,  t o  w h a t  e x t e n t  d o  y o u  t h i n k  t h e  
s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  i s  politica lly effective  w i t h : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
( 1 )  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e I I I !  i
( 2 )  C a l i f o r n i a  P o s t s e c o n d a r y  E d u c a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n  ( C P E C ) !  ! !  :
( 3 )  C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t i e s  ( C S U ) l i !
( 4 )  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  ( U C ) i  !  i
( 5 )  B o a r d  o f  G o v e r n o r s  ( B O G .  C C C ) !  . i  .
K .  H o w  d o  y o u  e v a l u a t e  t h e  o v e r a l l  e / f e c f / v e n e s s  o f  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e ?  ( c h e c k  o n e )
( 1 )  V e r y  e f f e c t i v e  Q  ( 2 )  E f f e c t i v e  □  ( 3 )  S o m e w h a t  e f f e c t i v e  □  ( 4 )  N o t  v e r y  e f f e c t i v e  Q  ( 5 )  I n e f f e c t i v e  □  ( 6 )  D o n ' t  k n o w  O
I F  Y O U  W I S H  T O C O M M E N T  A B O U T  T H E  E F F E C T I V E N E S S  O F T H E S T A T E W I O E  A C A D E M I C  S E N A T E .  P L E A S E  D O  S O B E L O W O R  E N C L O S E  
a d d i t i o n a l  S H E E T .
THANK YOU Please fold and staple closed so that  m y  a d d r e s s  a p p e a r s  o n  t h e  f r o n t .




OrwtwtwaOne* O c i» i i l i  C *BOS r«, ,m«.
Dear President.
This questionnaire represents one  of several data collection methods w hich 1 am using, as a  doctoral candidate at the University of 
San Diego, in the development of my dissertation. M y study is concerned w ith researching the organizational effectiveness of the 
Academ ic Senate for C aliforn ia Com m unity Colleges. T h e  Executive Com m m ittee of the Academ ic Senate is knowledgeable 
about and supportive of m y research.
The questionnaire will take less than fifteen m inutes of your tim e and your response will remain confidential. I believe this study to 
be of value to all com m unity college educators and sincerely appreciate your time and early response. Throughout the 
questionnaire, the A cadem ic Senate for C alifo rn ia C om m unity Colleges is referred to  as the statewide Academ ic Senate. 
References to local senates should be interpreted to  include faculty councils or equivalent organizations.
Please com plete the questionnaire, fold, staple closed, and return to  m e by October 29. A copy of the survey results will be made  
available to every com m unity co llege m the state through the local academ ic senate president. M any thanks for your response.
Not printed o r mailed at taxpayer expense.
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Directions: This questionnaire is  c o n c e r n e d  with the effectiveness o f the Acedemic Senate fo r California Community Colleges. 
Please check the appropriate Oox. The questionnaire w ill take about fifteen m inutes to  complete.
A.  S e x :  ( 1 )  M  £  ( 2 )  F  □
S .  N u m b e r  o f  y e a r s  a s  a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  p r e s i d e n t :
( 1 )  0 * 5  □  ( 2 )  6 * 1 0  0  ( 3 )  1 1 * 1 5  0 ( 4 )  1 6  o r  m o r e  O
C .  N u m b e r  o f  y e a r s  o f  f u l l - t i m e  t e a c h i n g  i n  a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e :  
( 1 )  0 * 5  0  ( 2 )  6 * 1 0  0  ( 3 )  1 1 * 1 5  0 ( 4 )  1 6  o r  m o r e  O
0 .  S i z e  o f  y o u r  f u l l - t i m e  t e a c h i n g  f a c u l t y :
( 1 )  L e s s  t h a n  5 0  0 ( 2 )  5 1 * 1 0 0  0  ( 3 )  1 0 1 * 2 0 0  0 ( 4 )  2 0 1 * 3 0 0  0  
( 5 )  M o r e  t h a n  3 0 0  0
E .  W h a t  w a s  y o u r  p n n c i p a l  t e a c h i n g  a r e a ?
( 1 )  S o c i a l  a n d  B e h a v i o r a l  S c i e n c e s  O  ( 2 )  N a t u r a l  S c i e n c e s  O  
( 3 )  P h y s i c a l  S c i e n c e s  i n c l u d i n g  M a t h O ( 4 ) H u m a n t t i e s Q ( 5 )  H e a l t h  
a n d  P h y s i c a l  E d u c a t i o n  Q  ( 6 )  B u s i n e s s  a n d  V o c a t i o n a l  O  ( 7 )  B a s i c  
S k i l l s  ( r e m e d i a l )  O  ( 8 )  O t h e r  ( p l e a s e  s p e c i f y )  O  
H a v e  y o u  e v e r  h e l d  o f f i c e  m  a  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e ?
( 1 )  Y e s  0 ( 2 )  N o  O
H a v e  y o u  e v e r  a t t e n d e d  a  s t a t e  c o n f e r e n c e  o r  a r e a  m e e t i n g  o f  t h e  
s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e ?  ( 1 )  Y e s  O  ( 2 )  N o  P
t o a v w y  | 
n M  m o M
t o  •  * m * M  
« n » n t
t o  t o m  
mmrtt
toe greet t o  •  m r y  j  
01*01 k n o w
H .  L i s t e d  b e l o w  a r e  t h e  purposes, aims  a n d  functions  o f  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  
S e n a t e  a s  d e s c n b e d  i n  t h e  b y l a w s .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  d o  y o u  b e l i e v e  t h e  A c a d e m i c  
S e n a t e  h a s  b e e n  e f f e c t i v e  m  c a r r y i n g  o u t  e a c h  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :
( 1 )  t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s  a n d  t h e r e b y  e n s u r e  a  
f o r m a l  a n d  e f f e c t i v e  p r o c e d u r e  t o r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  f o r m a t i o n  o f  s t a t e w i d e  
p o l i c i e s  o n  a c a d e m i c  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  m a t t e r s .
1
( 2 )  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s  o r  o t h e r  e q u i v a l e n t  f a c u l t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
m  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e s . i
( 3 )  t o  d e v e l o p  p o l i c i e s  a n d  p r o m o t e  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  p o l i c i e s  o n  m a t t e r s  o f  
s t a t e w i d e  c o n c e r n
\A) t o  m a k e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  o n  s t a t e w i d e  m a t t e r s  a  f l e e t i n g  t h a  C a l i f o r n i a  
c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e s . ;
( 5 )  t o  a s s u m e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a n d  p e r f o r m  f u n c t i o n s  a s  m a y  b e  d e l e g a t e d  t o  i t  b y  
t h e  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s  o r  o t h e r  e q u i v a l e n t  f a c u l t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  o f  
C a l i f o r n i a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e s  a n d  b y  t h e  B o a r d  o f  G o v e r n o r s  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  
C o m m u n i t y  C o l l e g e s .
( 6 )  t o  p r o v i d e  s t a t e w i d e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  b e t w e e n  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s  o r  o t h e r  
e q u i v a l e n t  f a c u l t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  o r d e r  t o  c o o r d i n a t e  t h e  a c t i o n s  a n d  r e q u e s t s  
o f  C a l i f o r n i a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s .
i
!
( 7 )  t o  i n i t i a t e  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s  r e l e v a n t  t o  C a l i f o r n i a  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e s  a n d  t h e i r  
r o l e  < n  h i g h e r  e d u c a t i o n . I
I  L i s t e d  b e l o w  a r e  q u e s t i o n s  a n d  s t a t e m e n t s  a b o u t  s o m e  o f  t h e  m a n y  activities  o f  t h e  
s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  
b e e n  e f f e c t i v e  i n  f o s t e r i n g  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
( 1 )  H o w  e f f e c t i v e  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  b e e n  m  c o m m u n i c a t i n g  i t s  
a c t i v i t i e s  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  f a c u l t y  m e m b e r s ? j
( 2 )  H o w  r e s p o n s i v e  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  b e e n  t o  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  
m a d e  o r  p o s i t i o n s  t a k e n  b y  l o c a l  a c a d e m i c  s e n a t e s ?
!
I
( 3 )  I  h a v e  c o n f i d e n c e  a n d  t r u s t  m  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  t o  r e p r e s e n t  
c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s  o n  a c a d e m i c  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  m a t t e r s . I:
( 4 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  i s  a c t i v e  i n  s p e a k i n g  o u t  o n  m a t t e r s  o f  
a c a d e m i c  a n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  c o n c e r n . !
( 5 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  d e m o n s t r a t e s  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  i n i t i a t i n g  p o l i c y  
s t a t e m e n t s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  r o l e  o f  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s  i n  h i g h e r  
e d u c a t i o n .
i
( 6 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  r e s p o n d s  a c t i v e l y  t o  t h e  c h a n g i n g  n e e d s  o f  
c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i e s .
( 7 )  T h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  h a s  w o r k e d  e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  l o c a l  
s e n a t e s . !
i
i
J  T o  w n a t  e x t e n t  h a s  t h e  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  b e e n  e f f e c t i v e  i n  representing
t h e  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t y  i n :
( 1 )  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  T i t l e  V  r e g u l a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  s y s t e m w i d e  g r a d i n g  p o l i c y  j  
m i n i m u m  s t a n d a r d s ?  { — I— i— 1 1
( 2 )  t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t i e s  r e v i s i o n  o f  t h e i r  g e n e r a l  e d u c a t i o n  j  
r e q u i r e m e n t s ' *  j !  :  !  !
( 3 )  t h e  T i t l e  V  r e g u l a t i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  a s s o c i a t e  d e g r e e ?  J  j  ■ :  !  ‘
(4) accreditation**
K .  i n  r e p r e s e n t i n g  c o m m u n i t y  c o l l e g e  f a c u l t i o s ,  t o  w h a t  e x t e n t  d o  y o u  t h i n k  t h e
s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t e  i s  po litica lly effective  w i t h :
( 1 )  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e i  .  i  !
( 2 )  C a l i f o r n i a  P o s t s e c o n d a r y  E d u c a t i o n  C o m m i s s i o n  ( C P E C ) I I I 1 ;
( 3 )  C a l i f o r n i a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t i e s  ( C S U ) 1  i  i  !  i
( 4 )  U n i v e r s i t y  o f  C a l i f o r n i a  ( U C ) i  !  i  ■  i
( 5 )  B o a r d  o f  G o v e r n o r s  ( B O G .  C C C ) !  !  1 i- - - - i- - - - 1
L  H o w  d o  y o u  e v a l u a t e  t h e  o v e r a l l  e f / e c f t v e n e s s  o f  s t a t e w i d e  A c a d e m i c  S e n a t o ?  ( c h e c k  o n e )
( 1 )  V e r y  e f f e c t i v e  D  ( 2 )  E f f e c t i v e  □  ( 3 )  S o m e w h a t  e f f e c t i v e  □  ( 4 )  N o t  v e r y  e f f e c t i v e  0  ( 5 )  i n e f f e c t i v e  O  ( 6 )  D o n ' t  k n o w  D
I F  Y O U  W I S H  T O C O M M E N T  A B O U T T H E E F F E C T I V E N E S S O F T H E S T A T E W I D E A C A O E M I C  S E N A T E .  P L E A S E  0 0  S O  B E L O W O R  E N C L O S E
A O D I T I O N A L  S H E E T .
THANK YOU. Please fo ld and staple closed so that my address appears on the front.
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